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his section will contain the final text of the rules proposed

by agencies. The order of rulemaking is required to con-
tain a citation to the legal authority upon which the order or
rulemaking is based; reference to the date and page or pages
where the notice of proposed rulemaking was published in
the Missouri Register; an explanation of any change between
the text of the rule as contained in the notice of proposed
rulemaking and the text of the rule as finally adopted, togeth-
er with the reason for any such change; and the full text of
any section or subsection of the rule as adopted which has
been changed from that contained in the notice of proposed
rulemaking. The effective date of the rule shall be not less
than thirty (30) days after the date of publication of the revi-
sion to the Code of State Regulations.

he agency is also required to make a brief summary of

the general nature and extent of comments submitted in
support of or opposition to the proposed rule and a concise
summary of the testimony presented at the hearing, if any,
held in connection with the rulemaking, together with a con-
cise summary of the agency’s findings with respect to the
merits of any such testimony or comments which are
opposed in whole or in part to the proposed rule. The ninety-
(90-) day period during which an agency shall file its order of
rulemaking for publication in the Missouri Register begins
either: 1) after the hearing on the proposed rulemaking is
held; or 2) at the end of the time for submission of comments
to the agency. During this period, the agency shall file with
the secretary of state the order of rulemaking, either putting
the proposed rule into effect, with or without further changes,
or withdrawing the proposed rule.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 3—Filing and Reporting Requirements

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 386.040, 386.250, and 392.470, RSMo 2000, the commission
rescinds a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-3.570 Requirements for Carrier Designation as Eligible
Telecommunications Carriers is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1461). No changes have been made in the proposed rescis-
sion, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission becomes
effective thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
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Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In
addition, the following people offered comments at the hearing:
Christina Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel;
Barbara Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public
Counsel; Stephanie Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf
of MCTA; Bob Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky
Kilpatrick, representing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing
Cricket; Brian McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, repre-
senting the staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission; and
Natelle Dietrich, on behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions in
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the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about spe-
cific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory

process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that it asks to rescind this particular
rule provision to consolidate all relevant rule provisions within
Chapter 31. The provisions of this Chapter 3 rule are being redis-
tributed to several rules within Chapter 31.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks staff for that explanation. No
other comments were offered about this rule and the commission will
proceed with the rescission.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200.2, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.010 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1461-1463). Those sections with changes have
been reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective
thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:
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1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to

retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about spe-
cific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: STCG suggests a change to the definition of
Eligible Telecommunications Carrier (ETC) found in section (5) of
the proposed rule 4 CSR 240-31.010 as published in the Missouri
Register. As part of its suggestion that the commission retain gener-
al “high-cost” language as part of this rule 4 CSR 240-31.010, STCG
recommends the commission incorporate mention of the high-cost
program into this definition. Staff replied that it wants to rescind the
substantive provisions of the rule that relate to the “high-cost” pro-
gram because no such program currently exists and if such a program
were to be implemented the existing regulations are obsolete and
would need to be replaced. However, staff indicated it does not object
to STCG’s proposal to retain “high-cost” in the definitional type sec-
tions of the regulations while deleting the obsolete substantive regu-
lations that would govern a high-cost program if one is ever imple-
mented.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will incorporate the revised language proposed by STCG for this
definition.

COMMENT #8: Section (6) as it exists in the current rule 4 CSR
240-31.010 offers a definition of essential local telecommunications
services that lists eight (8) services as essential services. The amend-
ment as published in the Missouri Register replaces those eight (8)
listed essential services with a reference declaring that essential local
telecommunications services is synonymous with “voice telephony
service” as defined in section (18) of this rule. The definition of
“voice telephony service”, which is also a new provision in the
amended rule, matches the definition used by the FCC for federal
purposes.

Public Counsel is concerned that the changed definition would
eliminate access to basic local operator services, access to basic local
directory assistance, equal access to interexchange carriers and, for
landline service, one (1) standard white pages directory listing, as
essential local telecommunications services.

Public Counsel contends the commission has a statutory obligation
to preserve and advance universal service in Missouri. Public
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Counsel believes the proponents of eliminating access to essential
local services from the definition for purposes of eligibility for
MoUSF funding should be required to demonstrate that elimination
of the services is consistent with Missouri’s universal service goals
instead of simply eliminating them in pursuit of uniformity or con-
venience for telecommunications providers.

Staff explains that the changed definition would alter the services
an ETC must provide in order to draw support from the MoUSE. The
amendment as published in the Missouri Register would incorporate
the standards for essential telecommunications services as established
by the FCC. Staff believes it is important to match the federal defi-
nition so as not to put basic local telecommunications providers at a
competitive disadvantage against wireless service providers who are
subject only to the federal definition. Furthermore, the existing def-
inition is outdated and uses terminology solely applicable to tradi-
tional landline carriers.

Staff further explains that changing the definition would not nec-

essarily mean that providers would stop providing the services about
which Public Counsel is concerned. Other provisions in the com-
mission’s rules require existing and new ETCs to keep the commis-
sion informed about whether they provide those services, which will
allow the commission to monitor the continued provision of those
services.
RESPONSE: The commission agrees with staff that it is important to
keep its definitions consistent with federal definitions when it is
appropriate to do so. The commission will not change the definition
of essential local telecommunications services beyond the amendment
as published in the Missouri Register.

COMMENT #9: Staff asks the commission to further revise the def-
inition of Federal Universal Service Fund, found in section (8) of 4
CSR 240-31.010. Staff explains that the proposed definition as pub-
lished in the Missouri Register fails to reference the high-cost pro-
gram. Staff would add such a reference to the definition. AT&T
Missouri agrees the definition should be changed to reference the
Lifeline program and proposes slightly different language that specif-
ically refers to the administration of the program by the FCC. The
STCG also proposes a revised definition that incorporates a reference
to the high-cost program. Staff supports its proposed definition
rather than that proposed by AT&T because the reference to admin-
istration by the FCC would ignore this commission’s role in admin-
istering the fund.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees with staff that AT&T Missouri’s proposed definition
would ignore the commission’s role in administering the fund. The
definition proposed by STCG is less succinct than that proposed by
staff. The commission will adopt staft’s revised language for the def-
inition of Federal Universal Service Fund.

COMMENT #10: AT&T Missouri suggests a change in the defini-
tion of “Lifeline Service” found in section (13) of this rule. It con-
tends the proposed definition does not adequately convey all the ele-
ments of the service and proposes that the commission’s rule instead
simply reference the section of the federal rule that defines “Lifeline
Service.” If that is done, the commission’s definition would always
track the federal definition if it is later changed. In the alternative,
AT&T Missouri would include the wording of the federal rule as the
definition for the commission’s rule, recognizing that the commission
rule might then have to be changed if the FCC later revises its rule.
Staff did not respond to AT&T Missouri’s suggestion.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion accepts and will incorporate the language proposed by AT&T
Missouri.

COMMENT #11: STCG proposes a change to the definition of
MoUSEF found in section (14) of this rule as published in the Missouri
Register. The amendment as published would remove a reference to
the high-cost program since no such program has ever been imple-

mented as part of the MOUSE. STCG asks that the high-cost program
remain in the definition in case the commission later decides to
implement such a program. Staff replies that it wants to rescind the
substantive provisions of the rule that relate to the “high-cost” pro-
gram because no such program currently exists and if such a program
were to be implemented the existing regulations are obsolete and
would need to be replaced. However, staff indicated it does not object
to STCG’s proposal to retain “high-cost” in the definitional type sec-
tions of the regulations while deleting the obsolete substantive regu-
lations that would govern a high-cost program if one (1) is ever
implemented.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will retain the reference to the “high-cost” program in the defi-
nition.

COMMENT #12: MCTA and AT&T recommend a modification of
the definition of “net jurisdictional revenue” in section (17) of this
rule. Both are concerned about the definition of wholesale revenue
which all agree is to be excluded from the definition of net jurisdic-
tional revenue. AT&T proposes language that would clarify the first
part of the definition enough to eliminate the need to define whole-
sale revenue in the second part of the definition. Staff did not respond
to the suggestions of either MCTA or AT&T.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The language
proposed by AT&T is simpler while still effectively defining net
jurisdictional revenue. The commission will adopt that language.

COMMENT #13: MCTA points out that newly proposed section (18)
of this rule refers to the term “toll limitation” service, but does not
define that term. MCTA also advises the commission to not delete
the definitions of “toll blocking” and “toll control” from the current
regulation. MCTA recommends the commission adopt a definition
of toll limitation that is consistent with the definition established by
the FCC. Staff agrees with MCTA’s suggestions.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion accepts MCTA’s suggestion. The definition of “toll blocking”
and “toll control” will not be removed from the rule. However, they
will be renumbered as sections (18) and (19). The commission will
also adopt the definition of “toll limitation service” proposed by
MCTA and will number it as section (20). That also means the def-
inition of “voice telephony service” will be renumbered as section
(21) and the definition of “wireless service” will be renumbered as
section (22) of 4 CSR 240-31.010.

4 CSR 240-31.010 Definitions

(5) Eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC)—Is a carrier desig-
nated as such by the Missouri Public Service Commission pursuant
to 47 U.S.C 214(e) and 47 CFR Part 54 Subpart C. ETC designation
allows a carrier to receive FUSF support from the high-cost and/or
Lifeline programs and Missouri-approved telecommunications carri-
ers to receive MoUSF support from the high-cost, Lifeline, or
Disabled programs.

(8) Federal Universal Service Fund (FUSF)—The federal fund that
provides funding to companies for the high-cost program and the
Lifeline program.

(13) Lifeline Service—Means a non-transferable retail service offer-
ing for which qualifying low-income consumers pay reduced charges
as a result of application of the Lifeline support amount described in
47 CFR 54.403; and that provides qualifying low-income consumers
with voice telephony service as specified in 47 CFR 54.101(a). Toll
limitation service does not distinguish between toll and non-toll calls
in the pricing of the service. If an eligible telecommunications carri-
er charges Lifeline subscribers a fee for toll calls that is in addition
to the per month or per billing cycle price of the subscribers’ Lifeline
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service, the carrier must offer toll limitation service at no charge to
its subscribers as part of its Lifeline service offering.

(14) MoUSF—Refers to the Missouri Universal Service Fund, which
was established by section 392.248, RSMo 2000 to be used for the
following purposes:

(A) To ensure the provision of reasonably comparable essential
local telecommunications service, as defined in this rule, throughout
the state, including high cost areas, at just, reasonable, and afford-
able rates;

(B) To assist low-income customers and disabled customers in
obtaining affordable essential telecommunications services; and

(C) To pay the reasonable, audited costs of administering the
MoUSE.

(17) Net jurisdictional revenue—Net jurisdictional revenue means all
retail revenues received from end-user customers resulting from the
provision of intrastate regulated and IVoIP services, but shall not
include revenue from payphone operations, taxes, and uncollectibles.

(18) Toll blocking—Toll blocking is a service provided by carriers
that lets customers elect not to allow the completion of outgoing toll
calls from their telecommunications channel.

(19) Toll control—Toll control is a service provided by carriers that
allows customers to specify a certain amount of toll usage that may
be incurred on their telecommunications channel per month or per
billing cycle.

(20) Toll limitation—“Toll limitation service” denotes either toll
blocking service or toll control service for eligible telecommunica-
tions carriers that are incapable of providing both services. For eli-
gible telecommunications carriers that are capable of providing both
services, “toll limitation” service denotes both toll blocking service
and toll control service.

(21) Voice telephony service—Refers to voice grade access to the
public switched network or its functional equivalent; minutes of use
for local service provided at no additional charge to end users; access
to the emergency services provided by local government or other
public safety organizations, such as 911 and enhanced 911, to the
extent the local government in an eligible carrier’s service area has
implemented 911 or enhanced 911 systems; and toll limitation ser-
vices to qualifying Lifeline consumers. Toll limitation service does
not need to be offered for any Lifeline service that does not distin-
guish between toll and non-toll calls in the pricing of the service.

(22) Wireless service—Refers to commercial mobile radio service as
identified in 47 CFR Parts 20 and 24.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200.2, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.020 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1463-1464). Those sections with changes have
been reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective

thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering com-
ments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSE
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarity and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specific
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rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions in
the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about spe-
cific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has

a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Sections (5) and (6) of this rule would require the
board to follow procedures established by the Office of
Administration in completing a competitive bid process in obtaining
certain services. Public Counsel is concerned that the board may not
always be required to follow the procedures established by the Office
of Administration and should not reduce its flexibility by establishing
a rule requiring such procedures. The commission’s staff responded
to Public Counsel’s concerns by indicating the mandatory “shall”
should be changed to a permissive “may” to preserve the board’s
flexibility in obtaining needed services.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will modify sections (5) and (6) of this rule in the manner sug-
gested by Public Counsel and staff.

COMMENT #9: New section (9) of this rule, as published in the
Missouri Register, allows the Missouri Universal Service Board to
establish a form for ETCs to use to enroll end-users in the Lifeline
or Disabled programs. The regulation also requires all ETCs to use
the form established by the board.

Staff believes that the second part of that section more appropri-
ately fits in a subsequent rule, 4 CSR 240-31.120, and proposes to
move it there. No commenter objected to moving that language.

Several commenters argue that the board should not require the
ETCs to use the form it establishes. AT&T Missouri contends that
rather than mandate use of a specific form, the board should allow
ETCs to design their own forms that comply with FCC rules relating
to such forms. That would allow companies that operate in multiple
states to use a single form for each state and for state and federal pur-
poses. CenturyLink and the STCG echo AT&T Missouri’s contention
that the rule should allow ETCs the flexibility to design and use their
own forms, so long as those forms comply with FCC requirements.
CenturyLink also offers suggestions on revisions to the current
generic form.

Public Counsel supports the requirement to use a mandated form,
contending that having a single form would be more efficient and
would allow social service agencies and customers to become more
familiar with the forms needed to obtain the service.

Finally, there is an error in the section. The word “center” should
be replaced with “carrier” in referring to an ETC.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will delete those portions of the definition that staff proposed to
move to 4 CSR 240-31.120, as that portion of the rule is no longer
needed because the commission is not mandating the use of a stan-
dard form. The commission will replace “center” with “carrier.”
The commission agrees with the commenters, it is appropriate to
allow ETCs the flexibility to design and use forms of their own
choosing, so long as those forms comply with FCC and commission
requirements. The commission will adopt the alternative language
slightly modified from that proposed by AT&T Missouri.

4 CSR 240-31.020 Organization, Powers, and Meetings of the
Board
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(5) The board shall adopt procedures, including a competitive bid
process, to retain an independent neutral MoUSFA, who shall be
responsible for the day-to-day operations of the MoUSE. Rather than
adopt its own procedures, the board may follow the procedures estab-
lished by the Office of Administration in completing a competitive
bid process. The board shall also adopt procedures to provide, among
other things, for the periodic review of the MoUSFA and the oppor-
tunity to re-bid the contract for the MoUSFA no less frequently than
every five (5) years. The board may establish other procedures as
needed to facilitate the orderly administration of the MoUSE

(6) The board may establish procedures, or may follow the proce-
dures established by the Office of Administration, in completing a
competitive bid process to retain the services of an accounting firm
to audit the MoUSF on an annual basis, to complete the board’s state
and federal tax filings, and to perform other accounting duties it may
require. The board may choose more than one (1) such firm to per-
form the duties under the contract, assigning different tasks to each
accounting firm. The board shall also adopt procedures to periodi-
cally review the work of the accounting firm(s) and to re-bid the con-
tract(s) no less frequently than every five (5) years.

(9) The board may establish a form for Eligible Telecommunications
Carriers (ETCs) to use to enroll end-users in the Lifeline or Disabled
programs and shall post a generic acceptable form on its website. All
ETCs shall use the form established by the board or a form that com-
plies with 47 CFR 54.410(d), and commission requirements as
described in 4 CSR 240-31.120(5).

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200.2, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.030 The MoUSFA is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1464-1465). No changes have been made in the
text of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This pro-
posed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publica-
tion in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, repre-

senting CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff
of the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
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in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of
the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: The commission’s staff indicated the proposed
amendment of this rule merely makes minor revisions and codifies
existing practices. No other commenter addresses the particulars of
this rule.

RESPONSE: The commission will not make any changes in the
amendment as published in the Missouri Register.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 386.040, 386.250, and 392.470, RSMo 2000, the commission
withdraws a proposed rescission as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.040 Eligibility for Funding—High Cost Areas
is withdrawn.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1465). This proposed rescission is withdrawn.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
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program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions

in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that this rule establishes specific pro-
cedures for determining eligibility for an ETC to receive high-cost
funding from the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF). The
MoUSEF has never provided high-cost funding and has no plans to do
so in the immediate future. Staff also indicates the requirements of
this rule are badly outdated and would have to be entirely rewritten
if the MoUSF were to decide to provide high-cost funding in the
future. Therefore, staff advises the commission to rescind this rule.
CenturyTel and STCG ask the commission to leave open the pos-
sibility of providing high-cost funding in the future. STCG acknowl-
edges that these particular rules are out of date and suggests the com-
mission keep references to high-cost funding in 4 CSR 240-31.010,
while rescinding this particular rule that is no longer useful.
CenturyTel agrees that the particular rule will need to be revised, but
suggests that the existing rule remain in place while that review is
undertaken.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees with CenturyTel. The commission will open a working
case to consider whether high-cost funding from the MoUSF should
be established. This rule should remain in place while that working
case proceeds. For that reason, the commission will withdraw its
proposed rescission of this rule.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 386.040, 386.250, 392.210, 392.248, 392.451, and 392.470,
RSMo 2000, the commission rescinds a rule as follows:
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4 CSR 240-31.050 Eligibility for Funding—Low-Income
Customers and Disabled Customers is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1465-1466). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of
State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-

ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specific
rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions in
the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
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asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that the provisions of this rule have
been updated and consolidated in 4 CSR 240-31.120. As a result,
this rule is no longer needed and can be rescinded. No other com-
menter addressed the rescission of this rule.

RESPONSE: The commission will proceed with the rescission.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.060 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1466-1467). Those sections with changes have
been reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective
thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff

of the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSE
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
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increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of
the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Subsection (3)(A) as published in the Missouri
Register requires “certificated” telecommunication companies to cer-
tify their revenue for purposes of determining the amount of their
MOoUSF assessment. AT&T Missouri suggests the word “certificat-
ed” be removed from that requirement because AT&T Missouri oper-
ates under a state charter rather than a certificate and should not be

excluded from paying a MoUSF assessment.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will remove the word “certificated” from subsection (3)(A).

COMMENT #9: Subsection (4)(A) as published in the Missouri
Register requires carriers subject to a MoUSF assessment to place a
surcharge on their customer’s bill to collect that surcharge. Staff pro-
poses to add a sentence to that subsection to allow a company with
de minimis revenues to begin assessing the surcharge sixty (60) days
after it meets a twenty-four thousand dollar ($24,000) net jurisdic-
tional threshold. No other commenter addressed staff’s proposed
change.

MCTA comments that both subsection (4)(A) and (4)(D) require a
carrier to recover its MoUSF assessment from its customers by col-
lecting a surcharge. MCTA contends the carriers should be allowed
the discretion to recover its assessment by some other means if it
chooses to do so. Staff replied to MCTA’s suggestion indicating that
it does not object to making recovery through a surcharge optional.
However, staff does object to the language proposed by MCTA that
would allow the carrier to recover the assessment through a line item
identified only as a “state regulatory fee or charge.” Staff is con-
cerned that an inexact description in the customer’s bill can be used
to obscure the source of other charges imposed on the customer.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will add the sentence about de minimis revenues proposed by
staff. MCTA’s proposal to make collection of the MoUSF assess-
ment by a surcharge optional will allow these competitive companies
the flexibility to collect that assessment from their customers in what-
ever way they choose. That is reasonable and the commission will
make that change. However, staff’s concerns about proper descrip-
tion of the surcharge is also important. The commission will modi-
fy the language proposed by MCTA to ensure that the surcharge is
properly described.

COMMENT #10: MCTA suggests that subsection (5)(B) be modified
to retain the language in the current rule that allows for quarterly
remittances to the fund administrator as an option to monthly remit-
tances. MCTA also proposes grammatical changes in paragraphs
(5)(A)1. and 2.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The grammati-
cal changes suggested by MCTA are appropriate and will be adopt-
ed. However, the concern about quarterly remittances is puzzling.
The current rule and the amendment as published in the Missouri
Register already allow for quarterly remittances. Further, the lan-
guage proposed by MCTA is exactly the same as the amended lan-
guage published in the Missouri Register. As a result, no other
change in the published amendment is necessary.

4 CSR 240-31.060 The MoUSF Assessment

(3) Assessment Level.

(A) In February each year, the MoUSFA shall issue a form on
which each registered IVoIP provider and telecommunications com-
pany shall certify the company’s Missouri net jurisdictional revenues
for the prior calendar year.

(4) Collection of MoUSF Assessment from Customers. If an assess-
able carrier chooses to recover its MOUSF assessment through a line
item on a retail end-user customers’ bill, then—

(A) The surcharge shall equal the percentage assessment ordered
by the commission;

(B) The surcharge shall be detailed as Missouri Universal Service
Fund;

(C) The surcharge percentage shall be applied to each customer’s
total charges associated with the carrier’s net jurisdictional revenues;
and

(D) A company with de minimis revenues may begin assessing the
surcharge within sixty (60) days of meeting the twenty-four thousand
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dollar ($24,000) net jurisdictional revenue threshold.

(5) Remitting MoUSF Assessments.
(A) All assessable carriers shall remit in either of the following
methods:

1. A carrier may remit all funds received as a result of the appli-
cation of the surcharge as provided in (4) above, in full satisfaction
of the carrier’s annual percentage assessment; or

2. A carrier may remit an amount based solely on applying the
percentage assessment to the carrier’s Missouri net jurisdictional rev-
enue. If this method is used, no refunds shall be given if a carrier
subsequently finds it remitted more than it collected.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 392.200, 392.248, and 392.470, RSMo 2000, the commission
rescinds a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.065 Collection of MoUSF Surcharge from End-User
Subscribers is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1467-1468). No changes have been made in the proposed
rescission, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission
becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of
State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSE
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarity and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
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retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about spe-
cific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that the provisions of this rule have
been updated and consolidated in 4 CSR 240-31.060. As a result,
this rule is no longer needed and can be rescinded. No other com-
menter addressed the rescission of this rule.

RESPONSE: The commission will proceed with the rescission.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 392.200, 392.248, and 392.470, RSMo 2000, the commission
rescinds a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.070 Receipt of MoUSF Funds is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1468). No changes have been made in the proposed rescis-
sion, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission becomes
effective thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose
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additional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance
with state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements
do not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MOoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about spe-
cific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that the provisions of this rule have
been updated and consolidated in 4 CSR 240-31.060. As a result,
this rule is no longer needed and can be rescinded. No other com-
menter addressed the rescission of this rule.

RESPONSE: The commission will proceed with the rescission.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 392.200, 392.248, and 392.470, RSMo 2000, the commission
rescinds a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.080 Applications for MoUSF Funds is rescinded.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1468). No changes have been made in the proposed rescis-
sion, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rescission becomes
effective thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.
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The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSF.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MOoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions in
the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in
many states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely
adhere to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is
concerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily
impose additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns

against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of
the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that some of the provisions of this
rule have been updated and consolidated into other rules. Other pro-
visions are outdated and no longer needed. As a result, this rule can
be rescinded. No other commenter addressed the rescission of this
rule.

RESPONSE: The commission will proceed with the rescission.
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Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.090 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1468-1469). Those sections with changes have
been reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective
thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering com-
ments addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSE
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-

counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also
offered comments about specific provisions of the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in
many states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely
adhere to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is
concerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily
impose additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about spe-
cific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
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electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff and STCG point to an error in section (1). In
referring to ETCs, the word “Center” should be replaced with
“Carriers.”
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Staff and STCG
are correct and the commission will replace “Center” with
“Carriers.”

COMMENT #9: The proposed amendment as published in the
Missouri Register would delete section (4) of the existing rule, which
indicates any interested entity that objects to a disbursement by the
fund administrator may seek review of that disbursement by the board
or the commission pursuant to 4 CSR 240-31.110. The MCTA asks
the commission to leave that section in the rule to assure that inter-
ested entities may continue to object to and seek review of MoUSF
disbursements.

RESPONSE: MCTA’s concern is not warranted and section (4) of the
existing rule is not needed. 4 CSR 240-31.110 continues to allow the
board and the commission to review any action taken or decision
issued by the fund administrator, now referred to as the MoUSFA.
That regulation allows interested entities to object to and seek review
of disbursements just as before. Section (4) of the existing 4 CSR
240-31.090 was merely an unnecessary reference to the other regu-
lation and should be deleted.

4 CSR 240-31.090 Disbursements of MoUSF Funds

(1) Only Eligible Telecommunications Carriers (ETCs) certificated
as a telecommunications company or registered as an Interconnected
Voice over Internet Protocol (IVoIP) provider are eligible to seek dis-
bursements from the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF) by
completing an Application for Support Eligibility form available on
the MoUSF web site. A completed form must be submitted in a time-
ly manner to the Missouri Universal Service Fund Administrator
(MoUSFA). Failure to apply for support within three (3) months of
provisioning service to the Lifeline or Disabled customer(s) shall

limit support to the amount requested or three hundred fifty dollars
($350), whichever is less.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tions 392.200, 392.248, and 392.470, RSMo 2000, the commission
withdraws a proposed rescission as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.100 Review Procedures for Support Payments
is withdrawn.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the proposed rescission
was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013 (38
MoReg 1469). This proposed rescission is withdrawn.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rescission on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
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voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MOoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions

in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that this rule should be rescinded
because it is solely related to requirements associated with a high-
cost fund that has not been implemented. No other commenter
addressed the rescission of this particular rule. However, the STCG
and CenturyLink suggested in general terms that the commission
should leave open the possibility of establishing a high-cost fund in
the future.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will open a working case to consider whether high-cost funding
from the MoUSF should be established. This rule should remain in
place while that working case proceeds. For that reason, the com-
mission will withdraw its proposed rescission of this rule.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission amends a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.110 Review of Board and MoUSFA Activities
is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on September 16,
2013 (38 MoReg 1469-1470). No changes have been made in the text
of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed
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amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication in the
Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed amendment on October 21, 2013. The commission received
timely written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarity and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MOoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-

ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions in
the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.
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COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that the proposed amendment pub-
lished in the Missouri Register makes only minor revisions to the
existing rule regarding review of board and MoUSFA activities. No
other commenter addressed this proposed amendment.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks staff for its comments and will
make no changes to the proposed amendment.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission adopts a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.120 is adopted.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
rule was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013
(38 MoReg 1470-1472). Those sections with changes have been
reprinted here. This proposed rule becomes effective thirty (30) days
after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rule on October 21, 2013. The commission received timely
written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction
with fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted
to review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSE.
Most of those rules have not been revised since they were created in
1998. Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are neces-
sary to bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the feder-
al USF and Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to
accomplish five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarity and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MoUSF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose addi-
tional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance with
state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements do
not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in
many states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely
adhere to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is
concerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily
impose additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of
the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
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of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Staff explains that subparagraph (1)(C)1.F., as pub-
lished in the Missouri Register, lists participation in the Federal
Supplemental Security Income program as an eligibility criterion for
participation in the Disabled program. Participation in the Federal
Supplemental Security Income program also qualifies for participa-
tion in the Lifeline program under subsection (1)(A) of this rule.
Because participation in the Lifeline program always results in a
greater discount than is available through participation in the
Disabled program, staff suggests that the Federal Supplemental
Security Income program be removed as a criteria for participation
in the Disabled program to ensure that all enrollees who qualify
under that criteria are enrolled under the Lifeline program rather
than the Disabled program.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-

sion agrees with staff and will make the proposed change.

COMMENT #9: CenturyTel suggests that section (1)’s eligibility cri-
teria for the Lifeline program should be explicitly linked to the eligi-
bility criteria for the federal counterparts to those programs as estab-
lished by the FCC. Doing so would avoid confusion or inconsisten-
cy if federal requirements were to change in the future.

RESPONSE: The eligibility criteria for the Lifeline program under
the MoUSF already match the criteria established by federal regula-
tions, although they are listed in a different order in the commission’s
proposed regulation. In addition, paragraph (1)(A)9. of the proposed
regulation is a catch-all provision that would incorporate any addi-
tional criteria included in future federal regulations. As a result, there
is no need to change the rule in the manner proposed by CenturyTel.

COMMENT #10: The STCG notes that the definition of the Lifeline
program in paragraph (1)(B)2. differs from the definition of the
Disabled program in paragraph (1)(C)2. in that the Lifeline regula-
tion limits eligibility to “certificated” telecommunications compa-
nies, while the Disabled program simply refers to telecommunica-
tions companies without the “certificated” limitation. The STCG
suggests “certificated” be added to the criteria for the Disabled pro-
gram.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees the two (2) sections should be in harmony. However,
AT&T Missouri explained in an unrelated comment that it is not a
“certificated” telecommunications company. Instead it operates
under a state charter that excuses it from having to obtain a certifi-
cate. Therefore, the word “certificated” will be removed from para-
graph (1)(B)2. and replaced with the word “operating.”

COMMENT #11: AT&T Missouri and CenturyLink note that sub-
section (2)(C) requires an ETC to annually recertify a subscriber’s
eligibility for participation in the Lifeline program. They are con-
cerned that the commission’s regulation requires the ETC to “submit
proof of eligibility” at least once every two (2) years unless the ETC
has an automated means of verifying subscriber eligibility or its
annual recertification process is administered by the federal univer-
sal service fund administrator.

AT&T Missouri and CenturyLink explain that the federal regula-

tions established by the FCC do not require the submission of “proof
of eligibility” and instead allow a subscriber to self-certify continued
eligibility under circumstances described in the federal regulation.
They argue there is no reason to impose additional, state-specific reg-
ulations where there has been no suggestion that the FCC’s measures
are insufficient.
RESPONSE: The commission believes that the submission of “proof
of eligibility” at least once every two (2) years is a reasonable and
necessary requirement to protect the integrity of the MoUSF Lifeline
program. The commission will not make the change proposed by
AT&T Missouri and CenturyLink.

COMMENT #12: AT&T Missouri is concerned about subsection
(2)(D), which requires annual recertification of eligibility under the
Disabled program. The rule as proposed would require the ETC to
apply the same procedure identified in subsection (2)(C) to Disabled
program participants. AT&T would change that provision to simply
require the ETC to obtain a signed certification from all Disabled
program participants. Staff agrees that there is no need to ask a
Disabled participant to submit proof of eligibility every two (2) years
because there is no database to verify a disabled consumer’s contin-
ued eligibility and FUSFA will not recertify disabled program par-
ticipants. Staff proposes subsection (2)(D) be modified to recognize
those limitations.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will accept the language proposed by staff. That language is less
burdensome than the language proposed by AT&T Missouri.
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COMMENT #13: Subsection (3)(A), requires applicants to complete
an application form approved by the board. AT&T Missouri contends
the rule should allow ETCs to use their own forms so long as those
forms comply with FCC established requirements. This is the same
argument AT&T Missouri and other commenters made with regard
to the proposed amendment of 4 CSR 240-31.020(9).

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion generally agrees with AT&T Missouri. It is appropriate to allow
ETCs the flexibility to design and use forms of their own choosing
so long as those forms comply with FCC and commission require-
ments. The commission will slightly modify the alternative language
proposed by AT&T Missouri to recognize the commission’s role
regarding the forms.

COMMENT #14: AT&T Missouri contends subsection (3)(C)
should be deleted from the rule. That subsection would require the
carrier to deny or discontinue a subscriber’s participation in the
Lifeline or Disabled program if it is discovered that the subscriber
has submitted incorrect, false, or fraudulent information to the carri-
er. AT&T Missouri believes this section is vague and overbroad in
that a subscriber might inadvertently submit incorrect or false infor-
mation that could be easily corrected and should not be denied par-
ticipation on that basis. AT&T also contends the section is unneces-
sary because eligibility requirements and de-enrollment procedures
are already established in other provisions of the regulations.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion disagrees with AT&T Missouri. This subsection is necessary to
send a strong message that the submission of fraudulent information
when applying for participation in the Lifeline and Disabled pro-
grams will not be tolerated. This subsection does not require the car-
rier to affirmatively investigate fraud, it just requires the carrier to
take action when fraud comes to its attention. The commission will
not delete subsection (3)(C), but will modify the language to make it
clear that subscribers are to be denied participation in the program
only for providing fraudulent, not just incorrect or false, informa-
tion to the carrier.

COMMENT #15: Section (4) establishes de-enrollment procedures
for various situations. Staff explains that the procedures established
in the section are intended to track the de-enrollment language estab-
lished by FCC rule. Rather than have a separate state rule that repeats
the requirements of the federal rule, staff asks that all of section (4)
be deleted and a new subsection (2)(G) be added to the rule to ref-
erence and require compliance with the federal rule.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will make the change proposed by staff. Section (4) as pub-
lished in the Missouri Register will be deleted. Section (5) as pub-
lished in the Missouri Register will be renumbered as section (4).

COMMENT #16: Staff proposes a new section (5) to establish
requirements for the application forms to be used to collect Lifeline
and Disabled program applications. Staff also proposes to move lan-
guage from the proposed 4 CSR 240-31.020(9) into this new section.
Staff asks that the commission require the use of a standard board-
approved form, but if the commission chooses to allow carriers the
discretion to use their own forms, staff offers alternative language for
this section.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion generally agrees with AT&T Missouri. It is appropriate to allow
ETCs the flexibility to design and use forms of their own choosing
so long as those forms comply with FCC and commission require-
ments. Staff proposed alternative language that allows ETCs the flex-
ibility to design their own appropriate form. The commission will
adopt the alternative language proposed by staff.

COMMENT #17: At the hearing, Bill Steinmeier, representing
Cricket, challenged the sentence in paragraph (5)(C)6. of the lan-
guage proposed by staff. That sentence attempts to preclude review

of the board decisions about company-specific forms. Mr. Steinmeier
contends such a preclusion of the possibility of review would be a
denial of due process and would therefore be unconstitutional.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Mr. Steinmeier
is correct; the board cannot preclude review of its decisions. The
commission will not include what staff proposed as paragraph
(5)(C)6. in the rule.

COMMENT #18: Cricket proposes a new section that would allow
an ETC to use an electronic version of whatever application form the
commission chooses to allow. Cricket explains the advantages of
using an electronic form and staff agrees that such forms should be
allowed.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will adopt the language proposed by Cricket relating to the use
of electronic forms.

4 CSR 240-31.120 Lifeline Program and Disabled Program

(1) Lifeline and Disabled Programs Described.

(B) The Lifeline program is funded by the FUSF and the MoUSE
An ETC participating in the Lifeline program shall comply with this
rule even if it solely receives only federal support.

1. The FUSF Lifeline funding is specified in 47 CFR 54.403.
This funding is available to all designated ETCs.

2. The MoUSF Lifeline funding is three dollars and fifty cents
($3.50) per month per Lifeline subscriber for ETCs operating as a
telecommunications company or registered as an IVoIP provider.

3. MoUSF Lifeline funding when combined with FUSF
Lifeline funding shall not exceed the sum of an ETC’s local voice
telephony service monthly rate and subscriber line charge.

(C) The Disabled program is a residential retail service that offers
a qualifying disabled customer reduced charges for voice telephony
service. The Disabled program is solely administered by the board
through these rules and is solely funded by the MoUSE

1. The Disabled program eligibility criteria includes participa-
tion in—

A. Veteran Administration Disability Benefits;
B. State Blind Pension;

C. State Aid to Blind Persons;

D. State Supplemental Disability Assistance;
E. Federal Social Security Disability.

2. The MoUSF provides three dollars and fifty cents ($3.50) per
month per disabled subscriber; however, MoUSF support is limited
to telecommunications companies and interconnected VoIP
providers. MoUSF support is not available to wireless carriers.

(2) Carrier Participation Requirements in the Lifeline and Disabled
Programs.

(D) An ETC shall annually conduct an inquiry for any household
participating in the Disabled program if the qualifying Disabled cus-
tomer is not listed as the voice telephony subscriber. The inquiry
shall be limited to whether the qualifying Disabled customer remains
within the household.

(G) An ETC shall comply with de-enrollment requirements iden-
tified in 47 CFR Section 54.405 for the Lifeline program and
Disabled program.

(3) Consumer Eligibility for the Lifeline and Disabled Programs.

(A) All consumers shall complete an application form which com-
plies with 47 CFR 54.410 and with commission requirements as
described in 4 CSR 240-31.120(5), and shall submit adequate proof
of eligibility. An application shall be required even if a carrier only
seeks federal Lifeline support.

(C) A subscriber’s participation in the Lifeline or Disabled pro-
grams shall be denied or discontinued if it is discovered the sub-
scriber has submitted fraudulent information to the carrier.
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(4) Requirements for a Company offering Lifeline or Disabled
Service on a resale basis without ETC status.

(A) Any company offering Lifeline and/or Disabled service solely
on a resale basis and without ETC status shall comply with all
requirements identified in this chapter and 47 CFR Part 54 Subpart
E.

(B) The company shall provide the following information to the
manager of the commission’s Telecommunications Unit:

1. Certification via affidavit by an officer of the company that
the company will comply with all requirements associated with the
Lifeline or Disabled programs within 4 CSR 240-31 and 47 CFR Part
54 Subpart E as if the company has ETC designation.

2. Contact information including address, email, and direct
phone number for the primary individual employed by the company
for ensuring compliance with 4 CSR 240-31 and 47 CFR Part 54
Subpart E.

3. A copy of the consumer application enrollment form the com-
pany intends to use to sign-up customers to the Lifeline and/or
Disabled programs.

4. Full and complete responses to information identified in 4
CSR 240-31.130(1)(B)1., 2., 4., 7., 8., 11. and 12.; (C) and (D).

(C) Companies intending to offer Lifeline and/or Disabled service
solely on a resale basis and without ETC status shall provide the
information in subsection (B) at least thirty (30) days in advance of
offering such services. Any company already offering such services
on the effective date of this rule must provide such information with-
in thirty (30) days of the effective date of this rule.

(D) The company shall annually submit, no later than July 1 of
each year, all information required in 4 CSR 240-31.130(3)(A) in the
commission’s Electronic Filing and Information System.

(5) Requirements for Lifeline and Disabled Application Forms.

(A) The board will provide sample Lifeline and Disabled applica-
tion forms (sample forms) to be placed on the commission’s website
and the MoUSFA website.

(B) ETCs may use the sample forms or may use their own compa-
ny-specific Lifeline and Disabled application form (company-specif-
ic form).

(C) If a company uses a company-specific form, the following
requirements shall apply:

1. The company-specific form shall comply with all require-
ments of 47 CFR 54.410(d) and this rule.

2. The company-specific form shall comport with any FCC-
approved compliance plan applicable to that company.

3. The company-specific form shall clearly delineate all cus-
tomer obligations and provisions and all acknowledgements that must
be provided subject to penalty of law.

A. Customer obligations, provisions, and acknowledgements
shall be in a font that is at least as large as the font used in the major-
ity of the company-specific form.

B. Customer obligations, provisions, and acknowledgements
shall receive no less emphasis of importance than is provided for the
majority of the language in the company-specific form.

4. The ETC shall provide a method, whether on the form or in
another format, to allow commission staff, upon request, to easily
verify that the customer is providing, and the ETC is reviewing
appropriate documentation of customer eligibility.

5. Neither the commission, nor the board, shall be considered
as endorsing or approving the company-specific form.

6. Nothing in this section shall preclude the staff or the Office
of the Public Counsel from filing a complaint related to the Lifeline
and Disabled application form used by any ETC.

(6) Electronic Lifeline and Disabled Application Forms.

(A) ETCs may use an electronic Lifeline and/or Disabled applica-
tion form.

(B) If a company uses an electronic form, the following require-
ments shall apply:

1. The electronic form shall comply with all requirements of 47
CFR 54.410(d) and this rule.

2. The electronic form shall comport with any FCC-approved
compliance plan applicable to that company.

3. The electronic form shall clearly delineate all customer oblig-
ations and provisions and all acknowledgements that must be provid-
ed subject to penalty of law.

A. Customer obligations, provisions, and acknowledgements
shall be in a font that is at least as large as the font used in the major-
ity of the form.

B. Customer obligations, provisions, and acknowledgements
shall receive no less emphasis of importance than is provided for the
majority of the language in the form.

4. An ETC using an electronic form shall, upon request, pro-
vide to staff, or the Office of the Public Counsel, a print-out, or a
demonstration, of its electronic customer application form.

Title 4—DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service Commission
Chapter 31—Universal Service

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Public Service Commission under sec-
tion 392.200, RSMo Supp. 2013, and sections 392.248 and
392.470.1, RSMo 2000, the commission adopts a rule as follows:

4 CSR 240-31.130 is adopted.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
rule was published in the Missouri Register on September 16, 2013
(38 MoReg 1472-1476). Those sections with changes have been
reprinted here. This proposed rule becomes effective thirty (30) days
after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The public comment period ended
October 16, 2013, and the commission held a public hearing on the
proposed rule on October 21, 2013. The commission received timely
written comments from the staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commission; the Missouri Cable Telecommunications Association
(MCTA); Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T
Missouri; CenturyTel of Missouri, LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, Embarq
Missouri, Inc., d/b/a CenturyLink, Spectra Communications Group,
LLC d/b/a CenturyLink, and CenturyTel of Northwest Arkansas, d/b/a
CenturyLink (collectively CenturyLink); Cricket Communications,
Inc.; and the Small Telephone Company Group and the Missouri
Independent Telephone Company Group (collectively STCG). In addi-
tion, the following people offered comments at the hearing: Christina
Baker, representing the Office of the Public Counsel; Barbara
Meisenheimer, on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel; Stephanie
Bell, representing MCTA; Ken Woods, on behalf of MCTA; Bob
Gryzmala, representing AT&T Missouri; Becky Kilpatrick, represent-
ing CenturyLink; Bill Steinmeier, representing Cricket; Brian
McCartney, representing STCG; Colleen Dale, representing the staff of
the Missouri Public Service Commission; and Natelle Dietrich, on
behalf of the staff.

The commission considered this particular rule in conjunction with
fourteen (14) other rules affecting telecommunications and the
Missouri Universal Service Fund. Not all persons offering comments
addressed this particular rule.

COMMENT #1: The commission’s staff indicated it has attempted to
review all commission rules relating to ETCs and the MoUSFE. Most
of those rules have not been revised since they were created in 1998.
Aside from the need to update the rules, revisions are necessary to
bring the state rules in line with recent changes to the federal USF and
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Lifeline programs. Staff proposed these rulemakings to accomplish
five (5) objectives:

1. Consolidate within one (1) chapter of the Missouri rules all
requirements pertaining to Eligible Telecommunications Carriers
(ETCs) and the Missouri Universal Service Fund (MoUSF);

2. Rescind high-cost support rules;

3. Clarify and codify existing MoUSF Board responsibilities and
procedures;

4. Update and clarify Lifeline program requirements; and

5. Update and clarify ETC requirements.

Staff said there are approximately seventy (70) landline and wire-
less companies in Missouri with ETC status. Companies with ETC
status may receive USF funding for participation in the high-cost pro-
gram or the Lifeline program, or both. The federal USF high-cost
program provides financial support to an ETC for the provisioning of
voice or broadband service, or both, to high-cost areas. The MoUSF
does not currently offer high-cost support. The federal Lifeline pro-
gram provides similar support to companies for the provision of dis-
counted voice service to qualifying low-income customers. The
MOoUSEF provides financial support to landline phone providers for
service to qualifying low-income and disabled customers.

State commissions are responsible under federal law for determin-
ing which telecommunications companies may be designated as an
ETC in their states. In addition, the state commissions are responsi-
ble for an annual certification process to allow ETCs to continue to
receive high-cost support.

Federal high-cost programs and the Lifeline program have recent-
ly been subject to intense criticism and the Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) has implemented significant reforms in those
programs. The state commissions also have authority to impose
additional state-specific requirements on ETCs to ensure compliance
with state Lifeline programs so long as those additional requirements
do not conflict with federal requirements.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks its staff for its general com-
ments. The commission will address staff’s comments about specif-
ic rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #2: The MCTA generally supports the commission’s
efforts to revise these rules. In particular, it supports the proposed
deletion of rules relating to the high-cost component of the MoUSF
in recognition of the fact that no such support is currently authorized
and is unlikely to be authorized in the future. The MCTA also offered
comments about specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks the MCTA for its general com-
ments and will address its comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #3: AT&T Missouri is critical of many aspects of the
proposed rule changes. As part of a large company operating in many
states, AT&T Missouri wants to see Missouri’s rules closely adhere
to federal standards imposed by the FCC. AT&T Missouri is con-
cerned that additional state requirements would unnecessarily impose
additional regulatory burdens.

AT&T Missouri also explains that recent federal regulatory efforts
in this area have been focused on the Connect America Fund (CAF)
which is aimed at providing high-cost universal service support for
increasing broadband availability in areas lacking a private sector
business case for broadband deployment. AT&T Missouri warns
against erecting state regulatory barriers to the acceptance of CAF
funds to provide service to Missouri customers.

AT&T offered numerous comments about specific provisions of

the rules.
RESPONSE: The commission thanks AT&T Missouri for its gener-
al comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests
of telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently. The commission will address AT&T Missouri’s com-
ments about specific rule provisions in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #4: CenturyLink generally urges the commission to
retain its current rules regarding potential high-cost support from the
MoUSEF as such support is still authorized by Missouri statute, even
though no such program has been established. Furthermore,
CenturyLink asks the commission to ensure that the standards
imposed by its rules are aligned with and not in excess of those
imposed by the FCC. CenturyLink also offered comments about
specific provisions of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks CenturyLink for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address CenturyLink’s comments about specific rule provisions
in the appropriate rulemaking.

COMMENT #5: Cricket is primarily concerned about the use of
electronic forms to collect applications from customers and offers
specific comments in that regard.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #6: STCG represents Missouri’s small, mostly rural
incumbent telephone companies. STCG would like the commission
to consider creation of a state high-cost USF fund. For that reason it
asks the commission to retain a portion of the rules relating to such
a fund. STCG also offers comments about specific provisions of the
rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks STCG for its general com-
ments and will address its specific comments in the appropriate rule-
making.

COMMENT #7: Public Counsel reminds the commission that it has
a statutory obligation to preserve and advance universal service in
this state. To that end, Public Counsel urges the commission to pro-
tect elements of such service, such as interexchange service, access
to directory assistance, and access to operator services, rather than
merely seeking to align Missouri rules with those offered by the
FCC. Public Counsel also offers comments about specific provisions
of the rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Public Counsel for its general
comments. The commission will attempt to balance the interests of
telecommunications providers in having a streamlined regulatory
process against the need to ensure that the USF programs are run
efficiently and Missouri consumers are protected. The commission
will address Public Counsel’s specific comments in the appropriate
rulemaking.

COMMENT #8: Paragraph (1)(B)4. requires an ETC to certify that
it will advertise the availability of its supported service and its price.
It also requires the ETC to explain how it intends to advertise and
specifically requires the ETC to explain how it will target direct mail-
ings to eligible customers. AT&T Missouri is concerned that while
the proposed rule is intended to track the corresponding FCC rule, it
varies slightly from that rule. AT&T Missouri proposes alternative
language that more closely corresponds to the FCC’s rule and also
proposes to delete a sentence dealing with direct mail advertising.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The additional
language AT&T Missouri proposes is helpful in making the commis-
sion’s rule more closely track the FCC’s rule. However, the com-
mission’s rule was intended to go beyond the FCC’s rule to require
an explanation from the ETC about how it will target its direct mail-
ing to customers who are likely to qualify. That is important to avoid
sending such direct mail campaigns to customers who are unlikely to
qualify for the programs. The commission will incorporate AT&T
Missouri’s additional language, without deleting the sentence in the
rule regarding direct mail advertising.
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COMMENT #9: Paragraph (1)(B)S. requires the ETC to certify that
it will comply with the applicable service requirements in 47 CFR
54.201(d)(2). AT&T Missouri contends the correct reference to the
federal regulation should be to subsection (d)(1), which deals with
service requirements, not subsection (d)(2), which deals with adver-
tising of the available services. Staff suggests that to avoid confu-
sion, the reference be broadened to section 201.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion thanks AT&T Missouri for pointing out the incorrect reference.
The commission will incorporate staff’s suggestion and broaden the
reference to section 201.

COMMENT #10: Paragraph (1)(B)11. requires an ETC to commit to
maintain a record of customer complaints and to make those com-
plaint records available to the commission’s staff upon request.
AT&T Missouri complains that this requirement would be very broad
and burdensome because it would require the ETC to keep every sin-
gle complaint and submit information to the state that is not required
by the FCC. AT&T Missouri contends the information about com-
plaints required by the FCC is shared with the commission and is suf-
ficient. For that reason, AT&T Missouri asks the commission to
delete this paragraph.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion understands AT&T Missouri’s concerns and does not wish to
unduly burden ETCs that operate in more than one (1) state by
imposing unnecessary Missouri specific requirements that go beyond
the similar requirements imposed by the FCC. The commission will
delete this paragraph and will renumber subsequent paragraphs
accordingly.

COMMENT #11: Paragraph (1)(B)14. requires an ETC to describe,
how, if at all, it will provide access to directory assistance, operator,
and interexchange service. AT&T Missouri asks the commission to
delete this paragraph because the FCC and this commission no longer
require ETCs to offer those three (3) services to qualify for ETC sta-
tus.

RESPONSE: Even though ETCs are no longer required to offer these
services, they still may choose to do so. The regulation does not
require the ETCs to offer these services, it just requires them to
describe how they will do so if they decide to offer them. It is rea-
sonable for the rule to require that information and the commission
will not delete the paragraph.

COMMENT #12: Subsection (1)(C) requires an applicant for ETC
status to disclose extensive information about disciplinary actions
taken or pending against the applicant and affiliated companies and
individuals. AT&T Missouri complains that these requirements go
far beyond the requirements of the FCC’s regulations and argues that
applicants for ETC status should not be subjected to such broad and
free-ranging information collection and reporting requirements in the
absence of some cause for concern. AT&T Missouri suggests that if
the commission has reason to be concerned about some particular
applicant it can investigate more thoroughly through the use of data
requests or other discovery tools.

RESPONSE: The commission seeks the information that this sub-
section requires to be disclosed because experience has shown that it
is possible for a company that has run into trouble in other jurisdic-
tions to create a new corporate shell and move onto the next state in
line while continuing to abuse the universal service programs.
Unless the commission’s staff is made aware of a company’s history,
it cannot hope to protect the Missouri programs against those com-
panies and individuals who have shown a willingness to abuse the
programs. The commission will not delete subsection (1)(C).

COMMENT #13: Paragraph (1)(D)7. requires carriers applying for
ETC status to commit to use only a commission-approved application
form. AT&T Missouri argues ETCs should be allowed the flexibility
to use forms of their own design so long as those forms comply with

requirements established by the FCC. Staff believes that a board-
approved form is preferable, but offers alternative language if the
commission decides otherwise. Staff’s alternative would merely
require the company to submit a copy of the form they would be
using and would not require a commitment from the company to use
a particular form.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion generally agrees with AT&T Missouri. It is appropriate to allow
ETCs the flexibility to design and use forms of their own choosing so
long as those forms comply with FCC and commission requirements.
Staff proposed alternative language that recognizes the ability of
ETCs to design their own appropriate form. The commission will
adopt the alternative language proposed by staff.

COMMENT #14: AT&T Missouri contends subparagraph
(1)(D)9.B. attempts to track the FCC’s rule on de-enrollment for
non-usage but does not accurately convey the contents of that rule.
AT&T Missouri suggests the commission’s rule should simply refer-
ence the applicable federal rule. Staff agrees with AT&T Missouri’s
suggestions.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will adopt the change proposed by AT&T Missouri.

COMMENT #15: AT&T Missouri suggests that subsection (1)(F) be
modified to clarify that an applicant seeking designation solely for
deploying or operating services pursuant to the Connect America
Fund or the CAF Mobility Fund is not required to provide the
detailed plans required by the paragraphs of that subsection. AT&T
Missouri explains that the details required by the subsection are irrel-
evant to Connect America Fund applications which are aimed at
deploying broadband services.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees with AT&T Missouri and will adopt the revised language
it proposes.

COMMENT #16: Paragraph (1)(F)6. requires an applicant for ETC
designation for high-cost support to provide a detailed description of
how it intends to monitor the quality of service it provides. AT&T
Missouri challenges that requirement, arguing that the FCC does not
include quality of service standards as part of federal eligibility qual-
ifications for high-cost ETC designation and further, the Missouri
legislature has removed the commission’s authority over the quality
of service provided by competitive telecommunications companies.
AT&T Missouri contends the commission should not attempt to re-
impose quality of service standards through the back door offered by
ETC designation.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Even though the
commission’s authority to regulate regarding service quality issues
for competitive companies is now limited, the commission still has
an obligation to ensure that universal service funds are provided to
companies that are serious about providing a high level of customer
service. The commission will not delete paragraph (1)(F)6., but will
modify that paragraph to clarify that applicants are not required to
monitor their quality of service, but rather, if applicants monitor their
quality of service they must describe how they perform such moni-
toring.

COMMENT #17: AT&T Missouri objects to section (2) and all its
subsections (A) through (O). AT&T Missouri argues that this entire
section would impose state requirements on ETCs that differ from the
national framework for ETC requirements established in federal reg-
ulations by the FCC. AT&T Missouri contends such state require-
ments would impose additional burdens on ETCs without corre-
sponding benefit. It also warns that ETC’s offering services in mul-
tiple states will tend to funnel their support to states that do not
impose burdensome state-specific requirements on those ETC.

RESPONSE: The commission has an obligation under state and fed-
eral law to ensure that ETCs operate honestly and efficiently. The
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requirements imposed by section (2) are necessary to accomplish that
goal. The commission will not delete section (2).

COMMENT #18: If the commission chooses not to eliminate section
(2) entirely, AT&T Missouri also challenges several subsections of
that section. Subsection (2)(C) requires an ETC to make voice tele-
phony service available to all subscribers in the ETC’s service area
upon reasonable request. AT&T Missouri points out that the FCC’s
rules no longer require an ETC to provide service to all subscribers
in its service area. Instead, the federal regulation now requires the
ETC applicant to certify that it will comply with the service require-
ments applicable to the support it receives. That distinction is impor-
tant because the service obligations now differ if the ETC is seeking
funding under the FCC’s Connect America Fund Order.

Staff also recognizes the problem with this subsection. It propos-

es to correct the problem by limiting the service requirement to those
ETCs receiving universal service funding for the provision of voice
telephony or Lifeline services, thereby exempting funding under the
Connect America Fund Order.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will amend subsection (2)(C) by revising the subsection in the
manner proposed by staff, with some modifications to make it clear
that the ETCs are not required to provide wireless service and that
this requirement does not apply to IVoIP providers.

COMMENT #19: In reviewing subsection (2)(E), the commission
notes that it requires compliance with “these rules.” That is an inex-
act term and should be replaced with the more exact “this chapter.”
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will make that change.

COMMENT #20: Subsection (2)(H) requires an ETC to maintain an
intrastate tariff, wireless information filing or publicly available web-
site to display all rates, terms, conditions, or other provisions regard-
ing the company’s voice telephony services. AT&T Missouri argues
this provision exceeds the commission’s authority under state law in
that telecommunications companies are only required to publish their
prices on a website, not other terms or conditions. The commission
has even less authority over IVoIP service providers. For that rea-
son, AT&T Missouri urges the commission to delete this subsection.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion disagrees with AT&T Missouri. The requirement that an ETC
at least maintain a website describing the prices it offers is not bur-
densome and provides customers with a means of comparing services
between providers. The commission will not delete subsection
(2)(H), but will modify the rule to clarify that ETCs are required to
post only prices and not the terms, conditions, or other provisions of
the services they offer. The commission will also clarify that this
provision does not apply to IVoIP providers.

COMMENT #21: Subsection (2)(J) requires an ETC to notify the
commission’s staff of any proceeding initiated against the company
by federal or state authorities alleging that the company has violated
any state or federal universal service program requirement. AT&T
Missouri argues this provision exceeds the commission’s authority to
make reasonable inquiry into the operations of ETC and urges the
commission to delete the subsection.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion seeks the information that this subsection requires to be dis-
closed because it may only become aware of problems at a company
when federal authorities or authorities from another state take action
against that company. Unless the commission’s staff is made aware
of enforcement actions by other authorities against a company, it can-
not hope to protect the Missouri programs against those companies
and individuals who have shown a willingness to abuse the programs.
The commission will not delete subsection (2)(J), but will clarify that
this provision does not apply to IVoIP providers.

COMMENT #22: Subsection (2)(M) requires an ETC to cooperate
and comply with periodic audits and requests for information by the
commission’s staff to monitor compliance with this chapter. AT&T
Missouri would limit that requirement to compliance with the
MoUSF requirements of the chapter, arguing that ETCs are already
subject to significant audit requirements at the federal level.
RESPONSE: This subsection does not attempt to create any new
audit authority for the commission. Rather, it requires an ETC to
cooperate and comply with such audits and requests for information
designed to monitor compliance with this chapter of the commis-
sion’s rules. AT&T Missouri’s proposed modification would limit the
commission’s authority to monitor compliance with some of the pro-
visions of this chapter. The commission must have the ability to
monitor compliance with all provisions of its rule. The commission
will not make the change proposed by AT&T Missouri.

COMMENT #23: Section (3) establishes annual filing requirements
for ETCs. CenturyLink argues that because the FCC already requires
companies to annually certify their compliance with Lifeline pro-
gram requirements, similar requirements by the commission at the
state level are redundant. For that reason, CenturyLink proposes to
eliminate subparagraphs (3)(A)1.A., B., C., D., E., F, and G., as
well as paragraph (3)(A)4. from this rule. The commission’s staff
agrees that paragraph (3)(A)4. is redundant and should be eliminat-
ed from the rule.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion is required to annually certify ETCs in this state for continued
participation. It is reasonable for the commission to collect the infor-
mation necessary to make that determination. The commission will
not eliminate subparagraphs (3)(A)1.A., B., C., D., E., E, and G.,
as requested by CenturyLink. The commission will eliminate para-
graph (3)(A)4. as recommended by its staff. Other paragraphs will
be renumbered accordingly.

COMMENT #24: Subparagraph (3)(A)1.B. requires all Lifeline
ETCs to annually certify compliance with all Missouri Lifeline pro-
gram and Disabled program procedures. AT&T Missouri points out
that not all ETCs participate in the MoUSF supported Lifeline and
Disabled programs. For that reason AT&T Missouri would add the
modifier “applicable” to subparagraph (3)(A)1.B.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: AT&T
Missouri’s proposed modification is appropriate. The commission
will make that change.

COMMENT #25: Subparagraph (3)(A)1.C. requires all Lifeline
ETCs to annually certify that they are using an application form
approved by the board. As previously discussed, several commenters
oppose the requirement to use a specific application form approved
by the board.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees it is appropriate to allow ETCs the flexibility to design
and use forms of their own choosing so long as those forms comply
with FCC and commission requirements. AT&T Missouri proposes
alternative language for this subsection but staff suggests the subsec-
tion be entirely eliminated if use of a mandated form is not required.
Instead, staff would create a new paragraph (3)(A)8. that would
require the ETC to submit a copy of the form it uses in Missouri.
The commission will eliminate subparagraph (3)(A)1.C., renumber
the subsequent subparagraphs, and insert a new paragraph (3)(A)8.

COMMENT #26: Paragraph (3)(A)2. requires all ETCs to state
whether they offer access to interexchange, directory assistance, and
operator services. AT&T Missouri and STCG ask the commission
to delete this paragraph because the FCC and this commission no
longer require ETCs to offer those three (3) services to qualify for
ETC status.

RESPONSE: Even though ETCs are no longer required to offer these
services, they still may choose to do so. The regulation does not
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require the ETCs to offer these services, it just requires them to indi-
cate whether they do offer them. It is reasonable for the rule to
require that information and the commission will not delete the para-
graph.

COMMENT #27: Paragraph (3)(A)S. and its subparagraphs require
ETCs to disclose details about the number of subscribers they serve.
Several commenters addressed aspects of this subsection. First, staff
recommends that part (3)(A)5.C.(I) be eliminated as redundant of
federal requirements. CenturyLink and AT&T Missouri would go
further contending that all additional subscriber reports required by
paragraph (3)(A)S. are redundant of federal requirements, they urge
the commission to eliminate that paragraph.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion agrees with CenturyLink and AT&T Missouri. There is no need
to duplicate the filing requirements imposed by federal regulations.
The commission will eliminate paragraph (3)(A)S. in its entirety and
will renumber subsequent paragraphs accordingly.

COMMENT #28: Staff suggests that paragraphs (3)(A)6. and
(3)(A)7. are unnecessary and should be eliminated. Staff proposes
to replace these paragraphs with a new subparagraph (3)(A)1.H. by
which the ETC would certify compliance with the requirements of
subsections (2)(J) and (K). AT&T Missouri agrees that paragraph
(3)(A)7. should be eliminated and proposes alternative language for
paragraph (3)(A)6. to confine its scope.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion will eliminate paragraphs (3)(A)6. and (3)(A)7. as proposed by
staff and replace them with a new subparagraph (3)(A)1.H.

COMMENT #29: Subsection (3)(B) requires an ETC receiving high-
cost support to submit a variety of additional information each year
to the commission for consideration when the commission is decid-
ing whether to recertify the company as an ETC for the next year.
The STCG contends the commission should modify this subsection
in light of recently promulgated federal reporting requirements.
Essentially, the STCG would have the commission eliminate the sub-
stantive informational requirements of its regulation and instead have
the ETCs file a copy of the report they are required to file with the
FCC.

RESPONSE: The commission is not persuaded by the STCG’s argu-
ment. It is reasonable for the commission to require ETCs to submit
additional information for the commission’s consideration apart from
information that is submitted under federal regulation. The commis-
sion will not make the change proposed by the STCG.

COMMENT #30: Paragraph (3)(B)3. requires an ETC receiving
high-cost support to explain how the company monitors the quality of
service it provides for voice telephony services. Staff suggests this
paragraph be modified by replacing “voice telephony services” with
“its supported services.” Staff explains this change will allow it to
learn whether an ETC that is receiving only high-cost support for
provisioning of broadband service is monitoring the quality of service
it is providing.

AT&T Missouri also addresses paragraph (3)(B)3., arguing that

the commission has no authority to regulate the quality of service
provided by ETCs. In the alternative, AT&T Missouri suggests the
section be modified to exclude ETCs that receive only high-cost sup-
port for provisioning of broadband service from the requirements of
the subsection.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion generally agrees with staff. The paragraph does not require an
ETC to monitor the quality of service it provides, but it is important
to know whether an ETC is monitoring that quality of service. The
commission will modify the paragraph to clarify that requirement.

COMMENT #31: The STCG is concerned about subsection (3)(C).
That subsection states that an ETC submitting information to the

commission under section (3) may ensure confidentiality by classify-
ing the filing as confidential. The STCG proposes that the subsec-
tion be changed to provide that such filing will be automatically
deemed confidential and treated accordingly.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion is persuaded by the STCG’s argument. All such filings should
be treated as confidential without any special request by the compa-
ny. The commission will modify the subsection accordingly.

COMMENT #32: Subsection (4)(A) requires ETCs to comply with
applicable laws, regulations, and procedures of the federal govern-
ment as well as other states in which they have ETC status. AT&T
Missouri asks that this subsection be stricken as being beyond the
authority of the commission.

RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: The commis-
sion cannot enforce the laws and regulations of the FCC, but it can
certainly expect ETCs to comply with those laws and regulations.
The commission will not delete subsection (4)(A), but will remove
references to the laws of other states.

COMMENT #33: Cricket comments that it strongly supports sub-
section (4)(D), which allows the commission to grant waivers from
any provision of these rules.

RESPONSE: The commission thanks Cricket for its comment.

4 CSR 240-31.130 Eligible Telecommunications Carrier Require-
ments

(1) Application requirements for Eligible Telecommunications
Carrier (ETC) designation.

(B) All ETC applications shall contain the following information
regarding the company’s proposed provisioning of voice telephony
service:

1. A description of the service the applicant will offer;

2. An identification of the applicant’s proposed service area;

3. An explanation of how the applicant will offer services using
its own facilities or a combination of its own facilities and resale of
another carrier’s services, including a description of the applicant’s
own facilities as that term is defined in 47 CFR 54.201. If an appli-
cant is seeking ETC designation solely for Lifeline purposes and does
not comply with the own-facilities requirement, the applicant shall
provide:

A. A statement confirming that subscribers will have 911 and
E911 access; and

B. A copy of the applicant’s Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) -approved compliance plan. Unless otherwise
specified by the FCC, an applicant’s compliance plan shall adequate-
ly address the information specified in the FCC’s Public Notice DA
12-314 released February 29, 2012 for WC Docket Nos. 09-197, 11-
42;

4. A statement certifying the applicant will advertise the avail-
ability of its supported service and its price, using media of general
distribution. The applicant shall also provide an explanation of how
the applicant will advertise. The availability of Lifeline service shall
be publicized in a manner reasonably designed to reach those likely
to qualify for the service. If an applicant intends to advertise its ser-
vice by direct mail then the company shall explain how it will target
those mailings to consumers reasonably likely to qualify for the ser-
vice. An applicant shall provide examples of advertising, including
direct mail advertising, when available.

5. A certification that the applicant will comply with the applic-
able service requirements in 47 CFR 54.201;

6. A demonstration of the applicant’s ability to remain func-
tional in emergency situations, including a description of available
back-up power, and a description of how the applicant will reroute
traffic around damaged facilities and how it will manage traffic spikes
resulting from emergency situations;
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7. A statement that the applicant will satisfy applicable con-
sumer protection, consumer privacy, and service quality standards.
This statement shall include a list of those specific standards the
applicant deems applicable. A wireless applicant shall include a
statement that it will comply with the Cellular Telecommunications
and Internet Association’s Consumer Code for Wireless Service;

8. A description of all rates, terms, conditions, and provisions
applicable to the proposed voice telephony service to be supported,
in whole or part, as Lifeline or Disabled service, including any over-
age or additional minute charges. The applicant shall state whether
this information will be maintained in a tariff or wireless informa-
tional filing with the commission, or on a publicly available website;

9. An explanation of how the applicant intends to provide ser-
vice throughout the proposed service area, including areas where the
applicant lacks facilities or network coverage;

10. A description of how the applicant will ensure service will
be provided in a timely manner to requesting customers;

11. A commitment to remit required, collected 911 revenues to
local authorities;

12. A demonstration that the applicant is financially viable and
technically capable of providing voice telephony service; and

13. A description of how, if at all, the applicant will provide
access to directory assistance services, operator services, and
interexchange services.

(D) All ETC applications shall contain the following information
and commitments regarding the applicant’s proposed participation in
the Lifeline or Disabled program:

1. Certification that all funding will flow through to the sub-
scriber of the applicable program;

2. A commitment that the applicant will solely conduct business
using the name or “DBA” under which the commission granted ETC
designation. This commitment shall also include a statement the
applicant will not use additional service or brand names;

3. A commitment that the applicant will comply with all
requirements associated with the Lifeline program contained in 47
CFR Part 54 Subpart E;

4. A commitment that the applicant will comply with all
requirements contained in this chapter, whether funded solely
through the FUSF or through the FUSF and the Missouri Universal
Service Fund (MoUSF);

5. A statement indicating whether the applicant intends to seek
support from the MoUSE If so, the applicant shall state whether it
intends to participate in the Disabled program,;

6. A demonstration of how the applicant will ensure that the full
amount of Lifeline or Disabled support will be passed through to the
qualifying low-income consumer;

7. A copy of the Lifeline and/or Disabled Application form(s)
to be used by the applicant.

8. An explanation of how the applicant will initiate Lifeline or
Disabled service to a subscriber, including:

A. How it will ensure a subscriber meets eligibility require-
ments;

B. How it will determine if a subscriber’s identity and pri-
mary address are correct; and

C. How it will ensure that only one (1) Lifeline or Disabled
discount is received per household;

9. If the applicant does not assess or collect a monthly fee for
Lifeline service, it shall explain how it will comply with the follow-
ing requirements:

A. The applicant will not receive universal service support
until the subscriber activates the service; and

B. De-enrollment for non-usage as provided in 47 CFR
54.405(e)(3).

10. An explanation of how the applicant intends to annually ver-
ify a customer’s continued eligibility for the Lifeline or Disabled
program, including what action will be taken if a subscriber fails to
adequately respond or is no longer eligible for support; and

11. A statement indicating whether the applicant intends to use

agents or independent contractors who are not employees of the
applicant to sign-up subscribers to the Lifeline or Disabled program.
If non-employees are going to be used then the applicant shall sup-
plement this statement by committing to take responsibility for them
and their activities as if they were legally employees of the applicant.
In addition, the applicant shall explain how it will monitor such per-
sonnel to ensure compliance with all applicable laws and rules con-
cerning the Lifeline or Disabled programs.

(F) Any application seeking ETC designation for the intended pur-
pose of receiving federal high-cost support, excluding applications
for designation solely for the purpose of deploying or operating ser-
vices pursuant to either the Connect America Fund or the CAF
Mobility Fund established by the FCC’s Connect America Fund
Order, 26 FCC Rcd. 17663 (2011), shall provide the following addi-
tional information:

1. A statement that the applicant will comply with all require-
ments of 47 CFR Part 54 Subpart C;

2. An explanation of how granting ETC status is in the public
interest;

3. A five- (5-) year plan describing specific proposed improve-
ments or upgrades to the applicant’s network throughout its proposed
service area. This plan shall include a description of the intended use
of the high-cost support, including detailed descriptions of any con-
struction plans with start and end dates, populations affected by con-
struction plans, existing tower site locations for wireless cell towers,
and estimated budget amounts. The plan shall demonstrate that uni-
versal service support shall be used to improve coverage, service
quality, or capacity throughout the Missouri service area for which
the requesting carrier seeks ETC designation including:

A. A detailed map of coverage area before and after improve-
ments and in the case of wireless providers, a map identifying exist-
ing cell tower site locations;

B. The specific geographic areas where improvements will be
made;

C. The projected start date and completion date for each
improvement;

D. The estimated amount of investment for each project that
is funded by high-cost support;

E. The estimated population that will be served as a result of
the improvements;

E If an applicant believes that service improvements in a par-
ticular wire center or census block are not needed, an explanation of
its basis for this determination and a demonstration of how funding
will otherwise be used to further the provision of supported services
in that area; and

G. A statement as to how the proposed plans would not oth-
erwise occur absent the receipt of high-cost support, and that such
support will be used in addition to any expenses the ETC would nor-
mally incur;

4. A reasonable plan outlining the method for handling unusual
construction or installation charges;

5. A statement that the applicant will use the support only for
the provision, maintenance, and upgrading of facilities and services
for which the support is intended; and

6. A description of how the applicant intends to monitor, if at
all, the company’s quality of service. This description includes, but
is not limited to monitoring:

A. The timeliness of providing service;

B. The timeliness of restoring out-of-service conditions;

C. The amount of trouble experienced with the applicant’s
service; and

D. The amount of outages experienced with the applicant’s
service.

(2) ETC Requirements:

(C) If an ETC, other than a provider of IVoIP service, offers voice
telephony service, then that ETC shall make such service available to
all subscribers in the ETC’s service area upon reasonable request.
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(E) Any ETC participating in the federal high-cost support pro-
gram shall comply with all requirements identified in 47 CFR Part
54 Subpart D and this chapter;

(H) An ETC, other than a provider of IVoIP service, shall main-
tain an intrastate tariff, wireless informational filing or a publicly
available website to display all rates concerning the company’s voice
telephony services;

(J) An ETC, other than a provider of IVoIP service, shall notify
the manager of the commission’s Telecommunications Unit of any
proceeding initiated by a state or federal regulatory authority alleg-
ing the ETC or any person or entity identified in subsection (1)(C)
above is violating any state or federal universal service program
requirements. Such notice shall also be required if any allegations of
fraud, tax evasion, or the commitment of a felony by the ETC or such
person or entity are made. Notice shall be made within thirty (30)
days of the initiation of the proceeding and shall be in written format
either via letter or electronic means. This notice shall explain the
allegations, cite the proceeding, and provide contact information for
subsequent questions about the proceeding. If possible, the notice
shall also provide an electronic link or electronic access to any pub-
lic documents associated with the proceeding. The ETC shall subse-
quently forward any final decisions regarding the proceeding made by
any state or federal agency or court within thirty (30) days of releas-
ing the decision;

(3) Annual Filing Requirements for ETCs.

(A) In order for an ETC to continue to receive Lifeline support for
the following calendar year, all ETCs, including an ETC solely
receiving Lifeline support, shall annually submit, no later than July
1 of each year the following information to the Missouri
Commission’s Electronic Filing and Information System:

1. A certification by an officer of the company, under penalty of
perjury, that:

A. The company complies with each of the annual certifica-
tion requirements identified in 47 CFR 54.416(a);

B. The company complies with all applicable Missouri
Lifeline and Disabled program procedures as identified in 4 CSR
240-31.120;

C. The company complies with all requirements associated
with the National Lifeline Accountability Database as identified in 47
CFR 54.404 when implemented;

D. The company’s Lifeline service continues to meet the cri-
teria set forth in 47 CFR 54.401;

E. For any company not assessing or collecting a monthly fee
from its Lifeline subscribers, the company complies with the service
activation and service de-enrollment requirements identified in 47
CFR 54.407(c) and 47 CFR 54.05(e)(3), respectively; and

F. The company’s Missouri operations solely use the name of
the company as recognized by the commission for ETC designation
in all marketing and other USF-related materials including filings
with the FUSFA and the FCC;

G. The company has complied with the notification require-
ments of 4 CSR 240-31.130(2)(J) and (K).

2. A statement indicating whether the company offers access to
interexchange services, directory assistance services, and operator
services.

3. A copy of the annual report required by 47 CFR 54.422;

4. If an ETC provides Lifeline discounted wholesale services to
a reseller then the ETC shall identify the reseller;

5. The electronic address of any web site(s) whereby the com-
pany maintains information regarding the company’s Lifeline service
offering; and

6. A copy of the Lifeline and/or Disabled Application form(s)
the ETC uses in Missouri.

(B) All ETCs receiving high-cost support shall submit, no later
than July 1 of each year in order for an ETC to continue to receive
high-cost support for the following calendar year, the following addi-

tional information with the company’s annual filing to the commis-
sion’s Electronic Filing and Information System:

1. An officer of the company shall certify under penalty of per-
jury that:

A. All federal high-cost support provided to the company
within Missouri was used in the preceding calendar year and will be
used in the coming calendar year only for the provision, mainte-
nance, and upgrading of facilities and services for which the support
is intended;

B. Wireless ETCs must also certify continued compliance
with the latest edition of the Cellular Telecommunications and
Internet Association’s Consumer Code for Wireless Service; and

C. The company is able to function in emergency situations
as contemplated by 47 CFR 54.202(a)(2).

2. A copy of the company’s annual reporting information as
required by 47 CFR 54.313.

3. An explanation of how the company monitors, if at all, the
quality of service provided by the company for its supported ser-
vice(s). This explanation includes whether the company monitors the
timeliness of providing service and remedying out-of-service condi-
tions.

4. Identify the applicable study area code(s) of the company’s
high-cost service area in Missouri.

(C) Filings by an ETC pursuant to this section shall be confiden-
tial.

(4) ETC Compliance.
(A) ETCs shall maintain full compliance with all ETC require-
ments identified in this chapter and in 47 CFR 54.

Title s—DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND
INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
Division 10—Division of Employment Security
Chapter 3—Unemployment Insurance

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Division of Employment Security
under section 288.220, RSMo 2000, the division amends a rule as
follows:

8 CSR 10-3.085 Charging of Benefits to Reimbursable
Employers is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on November 15,
2013 (38 MoReg 1876-1877). No changes have been made in the text
of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This pro-
posed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication
in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.
Title 12—DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
Division 10—Director of Revenue
Chapter 41—General Tax Provisions

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the acting director of revenue under sec-
tion 32.065, RSMo 2000, the director amends a rule as follows:

12 CSR 10-41.010 Annual Adjusted Rate of Interest is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on December 2,
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2013 (38 MoReg 2022-2024). No changes have been made in the text
of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This pro-
posed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication
in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 13—DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Division 70—MO HealthNet Division
Chapter 3—Conditions of Provider Participation,
Reimbursement and Procedure of General Applicability

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the MO HealthNet Division under sections
208.153 and 208.201, RSMo Supp. 2013, the division amends a rule
as follows:

13 CSR 70-3.030 is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on October 15,
2013 (38 MoReg 1617-1618). Those sections with changes are
reprinted here. This proposed amendment becomes effective thirty
(30) days after publication in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The MO HealthNet Division
received one (1) comment in support of the changes and request for
additional changes.

COMMENT #1: Brent McGinty, with the Missouri Coalition of
Community Mental Health Centers, requested that contemporaneous
means at the time the service was performed or within five (5) busi-
ness days, of the time the service was provided.
RESPONSE AND EXPLANATION OF CHANGE: Subsection
(2)(D) will be changed to five (5) business days.

13 CSR 70-3.030 Sanctions for False or Fraudulent Claims for
MO HealthNet Services

(2) The following definitions will be used in administering this rule:

(D) Contemporaneous means at the time the service was per-
formed or within five (5) business days, of the time the service was
provided;

Title 13—DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Division 70—MO HealthNet Division
Chapter 98—Behavioral Health Services

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the MO HealthNet Division under sections
208.153 and 208.201, RSMo Supp. 2013, the division amends a rule
as follows:

13 CSR 70-98.020 Prior Authorization Process for
Non-Pharmaceutical Behavioral Health Services
is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on November 15,
2013 (38 MoReg 1884-1885). No changes have been made in the text
of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This pro-
posed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication
in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE,
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND PROFESSIONAL
REGISTRATION
Division 400—Life, Annuities and Health
Chapter 5—Adpvertising and Material Disclosures

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the director of the Missouri Department of
Insurance, Financial Institutions and Professional Registration under
section 374.045.1(2), RSMo Supp. 2013, and section 376.756,
RSMo 2000, the director amends a rule as follows:

20 CSR 400-5.600 Missouri Life and Health Insurance Guaranty
Association is amended.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
amendment was published in the Missouri Register on November 15,
2013 (38 MoReg 1885-1889). No changes have been made in the text
of the proposed amendment, so it is not reprinted here. This pro-
posed amendment becomes effective thirty (30) days after publication
in the Code of State Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: No comments were received.

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE,
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND PROFESSIONAL
REGISTRATION
Division 2063—Behavior Analyst Advisory Board
Chapter 6—Standards of Practice

ORDER OF RULEMAKING

By the authority vested in the Behavior Analyst Advisory Board
under section 337.310.2, RSMo Supp. 2013, the board adopts a rule
as follows:

20 CSR 2063-6.005 Ethical Rules of Conduct is adopted.

A notice of proposed rulemaking containing the text of the proposed
rule was published in the Missouri Register on October 15, 2013 (38
MoReg 1631-1637). No changes have been made in the text of the
proposed rule, so it is not reprinted here. This proposed rule becomes
effective thirty (30) days after publication in the Code of State
Regulations.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: The board received one (1) com-
ment on the proposed rule.

COMMENT: A licensed Behavior Analyst, Lisa Gilbertsen, submit-
ted a comment in favor of the rule but did express concern that these
rules are somewhat redundant with the guidelines established by the
national Behavior Analyst Certification Board and suggested that the
Behavior Analyst Advisory Board simply incorporate a statement that
all licensed behavior analysts must adhere to those guidelines or sug-
gested our rules should be in more detail.

RESPONSE: The board cannot adopt another organization’s ethical
guidelines. Additionally, board rules are not mere laundry lists of
acceptable and unacceptable conduct. No changes have been made to
the rule as a result of this comment.
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his section may contain notice of hearings, correction

notices, public information notices, rule action notices,
statements of actual costs, and other items required to be pub-
lished in the Missouri Register by law.

Title 7—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Division 10—Missouri Highways and
Transportation Commission
Chapter 25—Motor Carrier Operations

IN ADDITION

7 CSR 10-25.010 SKkill Performance Evaluation Certificates for
Commercial Drivers

PUBLIC NOTICE

Public Notice and Request for Comments on Applications for Issuance
of Skill Performance Evaluation Certificates to Intrastate Commercial
Drivers with Diabetes Mellitus or Impaired Vision

SUMMARY: This notice publishes MoDOT’s receipt of applications
for the issuance of Skill Performance Evaluation (SPE) Certificates
from individuals who do not meet the physical qualification require-
ments in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations for drivers of
commercial motor vehicles in Missouri intrastate commerce because
of impaired vision or an established medical history or clinical diag-
nosis of diabetes mellitus currently requiring insulin for control. If
granted, the SPE Certificates will authorize these individuals to qual-
ify as drivers of commercial motor vehicles (CMVs), in intrastate
commerce only, without meeting the vision standard prescribed in 49
CFR 391.41(b)(10), if applicable, or the diabetes standard prescribed
in 49 CFR 391.41(b)(3).

DATES: Comments must be received at the address stated below, on
or before, May 1, 2014.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments concerning an applicant,
identified by the Application Number stated below, by any of the fol-
lowing methods:

® Email: kathy.hatfield@modot.mo.gov

® Mail: PO Box 893, Jefferson City, MO 65102-0893

® Hand Delivery: 1320 Creek Trail Drive, Jefferson City, MO 65109
o [nstructions: All comments submitted must include the agency name
and Application Number for this public notice. For detailed instruc-
tions on submitting comments, see the Public Participation heading
of the Supplementary Information section of this notice. All com-
ments received will be open and available for public inspection and
MoDOT may publish those comments by any available means.

COMMENTS RECEIVED
BECOME MoDOT PUBLIC RECORD

® By submitting any comments to MoDOT, the person authorizes
MoDOT to publish those comments by any available means.

® Docket: For access to the department’s file, to read background
documents or comments received, 1320 Creek Trail Drive, Jefferson
City, MO 65109, between 7:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., CT, Monday
through Friday, except state holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Kathy J. Hatfield,
Motor Carrier Investigations Specialist, (573) 526-9926, MoDOT
Motor Carrier Services Division, PO Box 893, Jefferson City, MO
65102-0893. Office hours are from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., CT,
Monday through Friday, except state holidays.

691

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Public Participation
If you want us to notify you that we received your comments, please
include a self-addressed, stamped envelope or postcard.

Background

The individuals listed in this notice have recently filed applications
requesting MoDOT to issue SPE Certificates to exempt them from
the physical qualification requirements relating to vision in 49 CFR
391.41(b)(10), or to diabetes in 49 CFR 391.41(b)(3), which other-
wise apply to drivers of CMVs in Missouri intrastate commerce.

Under section 622.555, RSMo Supp. 2013, MoDOT may issue a
SPE Certificate, for not more than a two- (2-) year period, if it finds
that the applicant has the ability, while operating CMVs, to maintain
a level of safety that is equivalent to or greater than the driver qual-
ification standards of 49 CFR 391.41. Upon application, MoDOT
may renew an exemption upon expiration.

Accordingly, the agency will evaluate the qualifications of each appli-
cant to determine whether issuing a SPE Certificate will comply with
the statutory requirements and will achieve the required level of safe-
ty. If granted, the SPE Certificate is only applicable to intrastate
transportation wholly within Missouri.

Qualifications of Applicants

Application #120
Applicant’s Name & Age: Lonnell Keith McKee, 46

Relevant Physical Condition: Insulin-Treated Diabetes Mellitus.

Mr. McKee has corrected visual acuity of 20/20 Snellen in each eye
and corrected 20/25 Snellen in both eyes. He has been ITDM since
July 2000, with no glycemic reaction within the past five (5) years.

Relevant Driving Experience: Mr. McKee has approximately two and
one half (2 '2) years commercial motor vehicle driving experience.
Mr. McKee is currently employed for a company located in Kansas
City, KS and drives a frozen food delivery truck in Missouri
intrastate commerce only. In addition, he has experience driving per-
sonal vehicle(s) daily.

Doctor’s Opinion & Date: Following an examination, in December
2013, a board-certified endocrinologist certified his condition would
not adversely affect his ability to operate a commercial motor vehi-
cle safely.

Traffic Accidents and Violations: Mr. McKee has had no violation or
accidents for the previous three (3) years.

Request for Comments

The Missouri Department of Transportation, Motor Carrier Services
Division, pursuant to section 622.555, RSMo, and rule 7 CSR 10-
25.010, requests public comment from all interested persons on the
applications for issuance of Skill Performance Evaluation Certificates
described in this notice. We will consider all comments received
before the close of business on the closing date indicated earlier in
this notice.

Issued on: February 3, 2014

Scott Marion, Motor Carrier Services Director, Missouri Department
of Transportation.
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Title 7—DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Division 10—Missouri Highways and
Transportation Commission
Chapter 25—Motor Carrier Operations

IN ADDITION

7 CSR 10-25.010 SKkill Performance Evaluation Certificates for
Commercial Drivers

PUBLIC NOTICE

Public Notice and Request for Comments on Applications for Issuance
of Skill Performance Evaluation Certificates to Intrastate Commercial
Drivers with Diabetes Mellitus or Impaired Vision

SUMMARY: This notice publishes MoDOT’s receipt of applications
for the issuance of Skill Performance Evaluation (SPE) Certificates
from individuals who do not meet the physical qualification require-
ments in the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations for drivers of
commercial motor vehicles in Missouri intrastate commerce because
of impaired vision or an established medical history or clinical diag-
nosis of diabetes mellitus currently requiring insulin for control. If
granted, the SPE Certificates will authorize these individuals to qual-
ify as drivers of commercial motor vehicles (CMVs), in intrastate
commerce only, without meeting the vision standard prescribed in 49
CFR 391.41(b)(10), if applicable, or the diabetes standard prescribed
in 49 CFR 391.41(b)(3).

DATES: Comments must be received at the address stated below, on
or before, May 1, 2014.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments concerning an applicant,
identified by the Application Number stated below, by any of the fol-
lowing methods:

® Email: kathy.hatfield@modot.mo.gov

® Mail: PO Box 893, Jefferson City, MO 65102-0893

® Hand Delivery: 1320 Creek Trail Drive, Jefferson City, MO 65109
o [nstructions: All comments submitted must include the agency name
and Application Number for this public notice. For detailed instruc-
tions on submitting comments, see the Public Participation heading
of the Supplementary Information section of this notice. All com-
ments received will be open and available for public inspection and
MoDOT may publish those comments by any available means.

COMMENTS RECEIVED
BECOME MoDOT PUBLIC RECORD

® By submitting any comments to MoDOT, the person authorizes
MoDOT to publish those comments by any available means.

® Docket: For access to the department’s file, to read background
documents or comments received, 1320 Creek Trail Drive, Jefferson
City, MO 65109, between 7:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., CT, Monday
through Friday, except state holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Kathy J. Hatfield,
Motor Carrier Investigations Specialist, (573) 526-9926, MoDOT
Motor Carrier Services Division, PO Box 893, Jefferson City, MO
65102-0893. Office hours are from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., CT,
Monday through Friday, except state holidays.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Public Participation
If you want us to notify you that we received your comments, please

include a self-addressed, stamped envelope or postcard.

Background
The individuals listed in this notice have recently filed applications

requesting MoDOT to issue SPE Certificates to exempt them from
the physical qualification requirements relating to vision in 49 CFR
391.41(b)(10), or to diabetes in 49 CFR 391.41(b)(3), which other-
wise apply to drivers of CMVs in Missouri intrastate commerce.

Under section 622.555, RSMo Supp. 2013, MoDOT may issue a
SPE Certificate, for not more than a two- (2-) year period, if it finds
that the applicant has the ability, while operating CMVs, to maintain
a level of safety that is equivalent to or greater than the driver qual-
ification standards of 49 CFR 391.41. Upon application, MoDOT
may renew an exemption upon expiration.

Accordingly, the agency will evaluate the qualifications of each appli-
cant to determine whether issuing a SPE Certificate will comply with
the statutory requirements and will achieve the required level of safe-
ty. If granted, the SPE Certificate is only applicable to intrastate
transportation wholly within Missouri.

Qualifications of Applicants

Application #182

Applicant’s Name & Age: Neil Edward Simmons, 54

Relevant Physical Condition: Insulin-Treated Diabetes Mellitus.

Mr. Simmons has uncorrected visual acuity of 20/25 Snellen in each
eye and uncorrected 20/25 Snellen in both eyes. He has been ITDM
since 1995, with no glycemic reaction within the past five (5) years.

Relevant Driving Experience: Mr. Simmons has approximately thir-
ty-two (32) years commercial motor vehicle driving experience. Mr.
Simmons is currently employed for a construction company located
in St Louis, MO and drives a dump truck in Missouri intrastate com-
merce only. In addition, he has experience driving personal vehicle(s)
daily.

Doctor’s Opinion & Date: Following an examination, in January
2014, a board-certified endocrinologist certified his condition would
not adversely affect his ability to operate a commercial motor vehi-
cle safely.

Traffic Accidents and Violations: Mr. Simmons has had no violation
or accidents for the previous three (3) years.

Request for Comments

The Missouri Department of Transportation, Motor Carrier Services
Division, pursuant to section 622.555, RSMo, and rule 7 CSR 10-
25.010, requests public comment from all interested persons on the
applications for issuance of Skill Performance Evaluation Certificates
described in this notice. We will consider all comments received
before the close of business on the closing date indicated earlier in
this notice.

Issued on: February 3, 2014
Scott Marion, Motor Carrier Services Director, Missouri Department

of Transportation.

Title 20—DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE,
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND PROFESSIONAL
REGISTRATION

IN ADDITION
Pursuant to section 376.1224, RSMo, regarding the maximum pre-

scribed insurance benefit for the coverage of applied behavior analysis
for the treatment of autism, the director of Insurance, Financial
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Institutions and Professional Registration is required to calculate the
new maximum each year to adjust for inflation.

Using Consumer Price Index (CPI) for All Urban Consumers, as
required by section 376.1224, RSMo, the new maximum required
benefit was established by the following calculations:

Index Based on 1984 Dollars
CPI for 2012: 229.594
CPI for 2013: 232.957

New ABA Mandated Maximum Benefit = 2013 Limit X (2013
Index/2012 Index)

$42,117 x (232.957/229.594) = $42,734
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March 3, 2014 Dissolutions Nassoum

Vol. 39, No. 5

he Secretary of State is required by sections 347.141 and 359.481, RSMo 2000, to publish dissolutions of limited liability com-

panies and limited partnerships. The content requirements for the one-time publishing of these notices are prescribed by
statute. This listing is published pursuant to these statutes. We request that documents submitted for publication in this section
be submitted in camera ready 8 1/2" x 11" manuscript by email to dissolutions@sos.mo.gov.

NOTICE OF WINDING UP OF LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
TO ALL CREDITORS OF AND CLAIMANTS AGAINST
THOMAS E. LONG INVESTMENTS, LLC

1. The name of the Limited Liability Company is Thomas E. Long Investments, LLC.
2. The Articles of Organization for the limited liability company were filed on the following
date: 11/18/2002.
3. Persons with claims against the limited liability company should present them in
accordance with the following procedure:
a. In order to file a claim against the limited liability company, you must furnish the
following:
i. Amount of claim;
11, Basis of the claim;
ili. Documentation of the Claim.
b. Claims must be mailed to:

David A. Vorbeck, Registered Agent, ¢/o Vorbeck Associates, LLC, 684 SE
Bayberry Lane, Suite 101, Lee’s Summit, Mo. 64063

4. A claim against the limited liability company will be barred unless a proceeding to
enforce the claim is commenced within three years afier publication of the notice.

NOTICE OF WINDING UP TO ALL CREDITORS OF
AND CLAIMANTS AGAINST

FRAME STORE ACQUISITION CO., LLC

Effective December 30, 2013, Frame Store Acquisition Co., LLC, a Missouri limited
liability company (the "Company"), the principal office of which is located at 101 South Hanley,
Suite 1250, Clayton, Missouri 63105, was voluntarily dissolved.

All claims against the Company should be presented in accordance with this notice.
Claims should be in writing and sent to the Company at this mailing address: 101 South Hanley,
Suite 1250, Clayton, Missouri 63105. The claim must contain: (1) the name, address and
telephone number of the claimants; (2) the amount of the claim or other relief demanded; (3) the
basis of the claim and any documents related to the claim; and (4) the date(s) as of which the
event(s) on which the claim is based occurred. Any and all claims against the Company will be
barred unless a proceeding to enforce the claim is commenced within three years after the
publication of this notice.
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NOTICE OF WINDING UP TO ALL CREDITORS OF AND
CLAIMANTS AGAINST BROWN & DAVIS
CONSTRUCTION, LLC, A MISSOURI LIMITED LIABILITY
COMPANY (* Company”).

On January 13, 2014, Brown & Davis Construction,
LLC, Charter Number LC1165732, filed its Notice of Winding
Up with the Missouri Secretary of State. Said Company
requests that all persons and organizations who have claims
against it present them immediately by letter to Danny Joe
Brown, 14506 290" Street, Skidmore, MO 64487. All claims
must include the following information: (1) The name and
current address of the claimant. {2) The amount claimed. (3)
A clear and concise statement of the facts supporting the
claim. {(4) The date the claim was incurred.

Note: Any claims against the Company will be barred
unless a proceeding to enforce the claim is commenced
within three years after the publication of this or any other
notice authorized by statute, whichever is published last.

NOTICE OF WINDING UP OF LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

TO ALL CREDITORS OF AND CLAIMANTS AGAINST
GL3,LLC

On Janvary 23, 2014, GL3, LLC, a Missouri limited liability company (“Company™),

filed its Notice of Winding Up with the Missouri Secretary of State, effective on the filing date.

All persons and organizations must submit to Company, c¢fo John M. Carnahan II,

Carnahan, Evans, Cantwell & Brown, P.C., 2805 S. Ingram Mill, Springfield, Missouri 65804, a
written summary of any claims against Company, including: 1) claimant’s name, address and
teleplione number; 2) amount of claim; 3) date(s) claim accrued (or will accrue); 4) brief
description of the nature of the debt or the basis for the claim; and 5) if the claim is secured, and
if so, the collateral used as security.

Because of the dissolution, any claims against Company will be barred unless a

proceeding to enforce the claim is commenced within three (3) years after the last of filing or
publication of this Notice.

NOTICE OF DISSOLUTION TO ALL CREDITORS OR AND CLAIMANTS AGAINST LESLIE J WILSON

CPA PC

On January 27, 2014, Leslie J Wilson CPA PC, a Missouri corporation, filed Articles of Dissolution by
Voluntary Action with the Missouri Secretary of Sate, to be effective December 7, 2013. All claims against
Leslie ] Wilson CPA PC should be presented in accordance with this notice. Written claims are to be addressed
to Leslie Wilson P O Box 505, Stilwell, KS 66085. Each claim shall include a summary in writing of the
circumstances surrounding your claim and the following: (1) the claimant’s name, address and telephone
number, (2) the amount of the claim, (3) the date on which the claim arose, (4) the basis of the claim and any
documents related to the claim. Any and all claims against Leslie J Wilson CPA PC will be barred unless a
proceeding to enforce the claim is commenced within two (2) years after the publication date of this notice.
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NOTICE OF DISSOLUTION TO ALL CREDITORS OF
AND CLAIMANTS AGAINST
DOMUS COMMUNITIES, LLC

Effective December 30, 2013, Domus Communities, L1.C, a Delaware limited liability
company (the "Company"), the principal office of which is located at 909 Walnut, Suite 200,
Kansas City, Missouri 64106, was voluntarily dissolved.

All claims against the Company should be presented in accordance with this notice.
Claims should be in writing and sent to the Company at this mailing address: 909 Walnut, Suite
200, Kansas City, Missouri 64106, The claim must contain: (1) the name, address and telephone
number of the claimants; (2) the amount of the claim or other relief demanded; (3) the basis of
the claim and any documents related to the claim; and (4) the date(s) as of which the event(s) on
which the claim is based occurred. Any and all claims against the Company will be barred
unless a proceeding to enforce the claim is commenced within ten years after the publication of
this notice.

NOTICE OF DISSOLUTION TO ALL CREDITORS OF
AND CLAIMANTS AGAINST
BI-STATE MEDICAL CONSULTANTS, INC.

On January 31, 2014, Bi-State Medical Consultants, Inc., a Missouri corporation (“Corporation™)

agreed to dissolve and wind up the Corporation.

The Corporation requests that all persons and organizations who have claims against it present
those claims immediately by letter to Jay A. Nathanson at Greensfelder, Hemker & Gale, P.C.,
10 South Broadway, Suite 2000, St. Louis, Missouri 63102. All claims must include the name
and address of the claimant, the amount claimed, the basis for the claim, the date(s) on which the
event(s) on which the claim is based occurred, whether the claim was secured, and, if so, the

collateral used as security.

NOTE: BECAUSE OF THE DISSOLUTION AND WINDING UP OF BI-STATE MEDICAL
CONSULTANTS, INC., ANY CLAIMS AGAINST IT WILL BE BARRED UNLESS A
PROCEEDING TO ENFORCE THE CLAIM IS COMMENCED WITHIN TWO (2) YEARS
AFTER MARCH 3, 2014.

Jay A. Nathanson, Authorized Representative
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Rule Number

1 CSR 10

Agency

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
State Officials’ Salary Compensation Schedule

Emergency

Proposed

Order

In Addition

37 MoReg 1859
38 MoReg 2053

1 CSR 10-7.010

Commissioner of Administration

38 MoReg 1738

39 MoReg 499

1 CSR 20-5.015

Personnel Advisory Board and Division of
Personnel

38 MoReg 1608

39 MoReg 499

1 CSR 20-5.020

Personnel Advisory Board and Division of
Personnel

38 MoReg 1608

39 MoReg 499

2 CSR 30-2.020

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Animal Health

38 MoReg 1360

39 MoReg 455W

2 CSR 30-10.010

Animal Health

39 MoReg 68

2 CSR 80-2.050

State Milk Board

38 MoReg 1363

39 MoReg 253

2 CSR 80-5.010

State Milk Board

38 MoReg 1363

39 MoReg 253

2 CSR 90-10 Weights and Measures 38 MoReg 1241
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
3 CSR 10-3.010 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1742 39 MoReg 253
3 CSR 10-4.130 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1742 39 MoReg 253
3 CSR 10-5.430 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1742 39 MoReg 253
3 CSR 10-6.510 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1742 39 MoReg 254
3 CSR 10-6.545 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1743 39 MoReg 255
3 CSR 10-6.550 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1743 39 MoReg 255
3 CSR 10-7.410 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1744 39 MoReg 255
3 CSR 10-7.431 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1744 39 MoReg 255
3 CSR 10-7.433 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1744 39 MoReg 255
3 CSR 10-7.440 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1745 39 MoReg 255
3 CSR 10-7.455 Conservation Commission 39 MoReg 403
3 CSR 10-9.105 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1745 39 MoReg 256
3 CSR 10-9.110 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1747 39 MoReg 256
3 CSR 10-9.442 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1750 39 MoReg 256
3 CSR 10-10.705 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1750 39 MoReg 256
3 CSR 10-10.744 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1752 39 MoReg 256
3 CSR 10-11.130 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1752 39 MoReg 256
3 CSR 10-11.180 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1752 39 MoReg 257
3 CSR 10-11.184 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1753 39 MoReg 257
3 CSR 10-11.185 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1753 39 MoReg 257
3 CSR 10-11.205 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1754 39 MoReg 257
3 CSR 10-12.110 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1754 39 MoReg 257
3 CSR 10-12.115 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1755 39 MoReg 257
3 CSR 10-12.125 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1756 39 MoReg 258
3 CSR 10-12.135 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1756 39 MoReg 258
3 CSR 10-12.140 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1757 39 MoReg 258
3 CSR 10-12.145 Conservation Commission 38 MoReg 1757 39 MoReg 258

4 CSR 85-8.010

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Division of Business and Community
Services

38 MoReg 1925
39 MoReg 489T

4 CSR 85-8.011

Division of Business and Community

Services This Issue
4 CSR 85-8.020 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1934
39 MoReg 489T
4 CSR 85-8.021 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
4 CSR 85-8.030 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1934
39 MoReg 489T
4 CSR 85-9.010 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1935
39 MoReg 489T
4 CSR 85-9.011 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
4 CSR 85-9.020 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1936
39 MoReg 489T
4 CSR 85-9.021 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
4 CSR 85-9.030 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1937
39 MoReg 490T
4 CSR 85-9.031 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
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4 CSR 85-9.035 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
4 CSR 85-9.040 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1947
39 MoReg 490T
4 CSR 85-9.041 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
4 CSR 85-9.050 Division of Business and Community
Services 38 MoReg 1954
39 MoReg 490T
4 CSR 85-9.051 Division of Business and Community
Services This Issue
4 CSR 240-2.090 Public Service Commission This Issue

4 CSR 240-3.570

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1461R

This IssueR

4 CSR 240-13.010

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1363

39 MoReg 499

4 CSR 240-13.015

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1364

39 MoReg 500

4 CSR 240-13.020

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1365

39 MoReg 502

4 CSR 240-13.025

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1366

39 MoReg 503

4 CSR 240-13.030

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1367

39 MoReg 504

4 CSR 240-13.035

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1368

39 MoReg 506

4 CSR 240-13.040

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1369

39 MoReg 507

4 CSR 240-13.045

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1370

39 MoReg 508

4 CSR 240-13.050

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1371

39 MoReg 508

4 CSR 240-13.055

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1375

39 MoReg 511

4 CSR 240-13.060

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1375

39 MoReg 512

4 CSR 240-13.070

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1376

39 MoReg 513

4 CSR 240-31.010 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1461 This Issue
4 CSR 240-31.020 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1463 This Issue
4 CSR 240-31.030 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1464 This Issue

4 CSR 240-31.040

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1465R

This IssueW

4 CSR 240-31.050

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1465R

This IssueR

4 CSR 240-31.060

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1466

This Issue

4 CSR 240-31.065

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1467R

This IssueR

4 CSR 240-31.070

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1468R

This IssueR

4 CSR 240-31.080

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1468R

This IssueR

4 CSR 240-31.090 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1468 This Issue
4 CSR 240-31.100 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1469R This IssueW
4 CSR 240-31.110 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1469 This Issue
4 CSR 240-31.120 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1470 This Issue
4 CSR 240-31.130 Public Service Commission 38 MoReg 1472 This Issue

4 CSR 240-120.065

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1480

39 MoReg 513

4 CSR 240-120.085

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1481

39 MoReg 515

4 CSR 240-120.130

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1481

39 MoReg 516

4 CSR 240-123.065

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1482

39 MoReg 517

4 CSR 240-123.070

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1483

39 MoReg 519

4 CSR 240-123.095

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1483

39 MoReg 520

4 CSR 240-125.010

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1484

39 MoReg 520

4 CSR 240-125.040

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1484

39 MoReg 521

4 CSR 240-125.070

Public Service Commission

38 MoReg 1485

39 MoReg 523

SR 10-1.010

DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

Commissioner of Education

38 MoReg 1527

39 MoReg 524

SR 10-2.010

Commissioner of Education

38 MoReg 1966

SR 10-2.020

Commissioner of Education

38 MoReg 1971

SR 10-2.030

Commissioner of Education

38 MoReg 1971

SR 20-100.170

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1972R

SR 20-100.255

Division of Learning Services

37 MoReg 1571

38 MoReg 520F

SR 20-100.265

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1758

SR 20-200.290

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1762

SR 20-200.300

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1762

SR 20-300.110

Division of Learning Services

N.A.

39 MoReg 524

SR 20-300.120

Division of Learning Services

N.A.

39 MoReg 525

SR 20-300.160

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1527

39 MoReg 525

SR 20-300.170

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1528

39 MoReg 526

SR 20-300.180

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1531

39 MoReg 526

SR 20-300.190

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1531

39 MoReg 526

SR 20-300.200

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1531

39 MoReg 527

SR 20-400.120

Division of Learning Services

39 MoReg 191R

Division of Learning Services

39 MoReg 191R

SR 20-400.140

Division of Learning Services

39 MoReg 192R

SR 20-400.375

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 825
38 MoReg 1972

SR 20-400.500

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1976

SR 20-400.510

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1977

SR 20-400.520

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1978

SR 20-400.530

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1979

SR 20-400.540

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1981

SR 20-400.550

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1985

SR 20-400.560

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1987

SR 20-400.570

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1992

SR 20-400.580

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1992

SR 20-400.590

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1993

SR 20-400.600

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1994

SR 20-400.610

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1994

SR 20-400.620

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1998

5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5 CSR 20-400.130
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C
5C

SR 20-400.630

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1998
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Rule Number
5 CSR 20-400.640

Agency

Division of Learning Services

Emergency

Proposed
38 MoReg 1999

Order

In Addition

5 CSR 20-400.650

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 2002

5 CSR 20-400.660

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 2003

5 CSR 20-400.670

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 2005

5 CSR 20-400.680

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 2006

5 CSR 20-400.690

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 2007

5 CSR 20-400.700

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 2008

5 CSR 20-500.120

Division of Learning Services

38 MoReg 1764

5 CSR 20-500.130

Division of Learning Services

This Issue

5 CSR 20-500.140 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 20-500.150 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 20-500.160 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 20-500.170 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 20-500.180 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 20-500.190 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 20-500.200 Division of Learning Services This Issue
5 CSR 30-640.100 Division of Financial and Administrative Services 38 MoReg 1532R 39 MoReg 527R
5 CSR 100-200.010  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.030  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This IssueR
5 CSR 100-200.035  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.040  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.045  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.050  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.060  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.070  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.075  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This IssueR
5 CSR 100-200.130  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.150  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.170 ~ Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue
5 CSR 100-200.210  Missouri Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing This Issue

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

7 CSR 10-6.010 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1860

7 CSR 10-6.015 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1861

7 CSR 10-6.020 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1862

7 CSR 10-6.030 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1863

7 CSR 10-6.040 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1864

7 CSR 10-6.050 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1870

7 CSR 10-6.060 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1870

7 CSR 10-6.070 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1871

7 CSR 10-6.080 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1873

7 CSR 10-6.085 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1874

7 CSR 10-6.090 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 38 MoReg 1876

7 CSR 10-12.010 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 39 MoReg 493

7 CSR 10-12.020 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 39 MoReg 493

7 CSR 10-12.030 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission 39 MoReg 494

7 CSR 10-25.010 Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission Tgis Issue
This Issue

7 CSR 60-2.010 Traffic and Highway Safety Division 38 MoReg 1591 38 MoReg 1610 39 MoReg 527

7 CSR 60-2.020 Traffic and Highway Safety Division 38 MoReg 1593 38 MoReg 1611 39 MoReg 529

7 CSR 60-2.030 Traffic and Highway Safety Division 38 MoReg 1595 38 MoReg 1612 39 MoReg 529

7 CSR 60-2.040 Traffic and Highway Safety Division 38 MoReg 1597 38 MoReg 1613 39 MoReg 529

7 CSR 60-2.050 Traffic and Highway Safety Division 38 MoReg 1600 38 MoReg 1615 39 MoReg 530

7 CSR 60-2.060 Traffic and Highway Safety Division 38 MoReg 1616 39 MoReg 530

8 CSR 10-3.085

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Division of Employment Security

38 MoReg 1876

This Issue

8 CSR 10-3.150

Division of Employment Security

38 MoReg 1515

38 MoReg 1532

39 MoReg 258

8 CSR 10-4.020

Division of Employment Security

38 MoReg 1533

39 MoReg 258

8 CSR 10-4.210

Division of Employment Security

38 MoReg 1516

38 MoReg 1533

39 MoReg 259

8 CSR 50-2.030

Division of Workers” Compensation

38 MoReg 2087

9 CSR 30-2.010

DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH
Certification Standards

39 MoReg 438

10 CSR 10-3.010

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Air Conservation Commission

38 MoReg 1100R

38 MoReg 2045R

10 CSR 10-5.240

Air Conservation Commission

38 MoReg 1877R

10 CSR 10-6.010

Air Conservation Commission

38 MoReg 2089

10 CSR 10-6.020

Air Conservation Commission

38 MoReg 1265

39 MoReg 455

10 CSR 10-6.161

Air Conservation Commission

38 MoReg 1297

39 MoReg 455

10 CSR 10-6.200

Air Conservation Commission

38 MoReg 1382
38 MoReg 2008

10 CSR 20-6.011

Clean Water Commission

38 MoReg 1534

10 CSR 20-7.015

Clean Water Commission

38 MoReg 913

39 MoReg 259

10 CSR 20-7.031

Clean Water Commission

38 MoReg 939

39 MoReg 291

10 CSR 25

Hazardous Waste Management Commission

39 MoReg 461RUC

10 CSR 40-6.030

Land Reclamation Commission

38 MoReg 1298

38 MoReg 2045

10 CSR 40-6.070

Land Reclamation Commission

38 MoReg 1299

38 MoReg 2045

10 CSR 40-6.100

Land Reclamation Commission

38 MoReg 1300

38 MoReg 2045

10 CSR 40-8.030

Land Reclamation Commission

38 MoReg 1301

38 MoReg 2046

10 CSR 40-8.040

Land Reclamation Commission

38 MoReg 1301

38 MoReg 2046

10 CSR 140-2

Division of Energy

38 MoReg 432
38 MoReg 1431

11 CSR 45-1.090

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
Missouri Gaming Commission

This Issue
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Rule Number

11 CSR 45-4.010

Agency

Missouri Gaming Commission

Emergency

Proposed

39 MoReg 192

Order

In Addition

11 CSR 45-4.020

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 192

11 CSR 45-4.030

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 196

11 CSR 45-4.055

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 196

11 CSR 45-4.190

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 196

11 CSR 45-4.200

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 197

11 CSR 45-4.205

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 198R

11 CSR 45-4.230

Missouri Gaming Commission

This Issue

11 CSR 45-4.260

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 198

11 CSR 45-4.380

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 201

11 CSR 45-4.390

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 201

11 CSR 45-4.400

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 203

11 CSR 45-4.410

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 203

11 CSR 45-4.420

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 204

11 CSR 45-5.190

Missouri Gaming Commission

This Issue

11 CSR 45-5.225

Missouri Gaming Commission

This Issue

11 CSR 45-5.237

Missouri Gaming Commission

38 MoReg 2019

11 CSR 45-7.170

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 204

11 CSR 45-9.111

Missouri Gaming Commission

38 MoReg 2020

11 CSR 45-9.113

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 204

11 CSR 45-9.118

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 205

11 CSR 45-9.119

Missouri Gaming Commission

38 MoReg 2022

11 CSR 45-10.020

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 205

11 CSR 45-13.030

Missouri Gaming Commission

39 MoReg 205

12 CSR 10-2.052

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
Director of Revenue

38 MoReg 1764

39 MoReg 456

12 CSR 10-23.500

Director of Revenue

38 MoReg 1520

38 MoReg 1550

39 MoReg 164

12 CSR 10-41.010

Director of Revenue

38 MoReg 1965

38 MoReg 2022

This Issue

12 CSR 10-109.050

Director of Revenue

39 MoReg 495

12 CSR 30-4.010

State Tax Commission

39 MoReg 438

13 CSR 35-36.010

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Children’s Division

38 MoReg 2025

13 CSR 35-71.010

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 206

13 CSR 35-71.020

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 207

13 CSR 35-71.025

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 209

13 CSR 35-71.030

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 210

13 CSR 35-71.035

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 213

13 CSR 35-71.040

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 213

13 CSR 35-71.045

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 214

13 CSR 35-71.050

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 216

13 CSR 35-71.060

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 218

13 CSR 35-71.070

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 220

13 CSR 35-71.075

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 225

13 CSR 35-71.080

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 226

13 CSR 35-71.090

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 228

13 CSR 35-71.100

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 228

13 CSR 35-71.110

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 230

13 CSR 35-71.120

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 231

13 CSR 35-71.130

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 231

13 CSR 35-71.140

Children’s Division

39 MoReg 233

13 CSR 40-2.010

Family Support Division

39 MoReg 431

38 MoReg 1393

39 MoReg 164

13 CSR 40-7.010

Family Support Division

39 MoReg 432

38 MoReg 1394

39 MoReg 164

13 CSR 40-7.015

Family Support Division

39 MoReg 433

38 MoReg 1395

39 MoReg 164

13 CSR 40-7.020

Family Support Division

39 MoReg 434

38 MoReg 1396

39 MoReg 165

13 CSR 40-7.030

Family Support Division

39 MoReg 435

38 MoReg 1396

39 MoReg 165

13 CSR 40-7.040

Family Support Division

39 MoReg 436

38 MoReg 1397

39 MoReg 165

13 CSR 40-24.080

Family Support Division

38 MoReg 2026

13 CSR 40-24.090

Family Support Division

38 MoReg 2032

13 CSR 40-24.100

Family Support Division

38 MoReg 2035

13 CSR 40-100.040

Family Support Division

38 MoReg 1601

38 MoReg 1617

39 MoReg 398

13 CSR 65-2.010

Missouri Medicaid Audit and Compliance

39 MoReg 235

13 CSR 65-2.020

Missouri Medicaid Audit and Compliance

39 MoReg 238

13 CSR 65-2.030

Missouri Medicaid Audit and Compliance

39 MoReg 245

13 CSR 70-3.030

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1617

This Issue

13 CSR 70-3.200

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1877

13 CSR 70-4.120

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1765

39 MoReg 530

13 CSR 70-10.015

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1218

38 MoReg 2046

13 CSR 70-10.016

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 2039

13 CSR 70-10.030

MO HealthNet Division

39 MoReg 245

13 CSR 70-10.160

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1520

38 MoReg 1221

38 MoReg 2046

13 CSR 70-15.010

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1215

38 MoReg 1222

38 MoReg 2046

13 CSR 70-15.030

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1618

39 MoReg 530

13 CSR 70-15.110

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1216

38 MoReg 1226

38 MoReg 2046

13 CSR 70-15.160

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1232

38 MoReg 2047

13 CSR 70-20.031

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1619

39 MoReg 530

13 CSR 70-20.032

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1620

39 MoReg 530

13 CSR 70-20.050

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1620

39 MoReg 531

13 CSR 70-20.060

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1768

39 MoReg 531

13 CSR 70-20.071

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1769

39 MoReg 531

13 CSR 70-20.200

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1769

39 MoReg 531

13 CSR 70-20.250

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1621

39 MoReg 531

13 CSR 70-20.300

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1621

39 MoReg 531

13 CSR 70-20.310

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1622

39 MoReg 532
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13 CSR 70-40.010

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1882

13 CSR 70-45.010

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1883

13 CSR 70-50.010

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1770

39 MoReg 532

13 CSR 70-60.010

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1776

39 MoReg 532

13 CSR 70-70.010

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1776

39 MoReg 532

13 CSR 70-98.015

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1777

39 MoReg 532

13 CSR 70-98.020

MO HealthNet Division

38 MoReg 1884

This Issue

14 CSR 80-5.010

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
State Board of Probation and Parole

38 MoReg 2043

14 CSR 80-5.020

State Board of Probation and Parole

38 MoReg 2043

15 CSR 30-15.010

ELECTED OFFICIALS
Secretary of State

38 MoReg 1553

39 MoReg 398

15 CSR 30-15.020

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 1553

39 MoReg 398

15 CSR 30-50.010

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 835
39 MoReg 249

15 CSR 30-50.040

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 835
39 MoReg 249

15 CSR 30-52.015

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 836
39 MoReg 250

15 CSR 30-52.030

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 836
39 MoReg 250

15 CSR 30-52.275

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 837
39 MoReg 251

15 CSR 30-54.010

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 837
39 MoReg 251

15 CSR 30-54.070

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 837
39 MoReg 251

15 CSR 30-54.150

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 838
39 MoReg 252

15 CSR 30-90.010

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 1522

38 MoReg 1554

39 MoReg 398

15 CSR 30-90.090

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 1522

38 MoReg 1554

39 MoReg 398

15 CSR 30-90.170

Secretary of State

38 MoReg 1523

38 MoReg 1555

39 MoReg 398

16 CSR 10-1.040

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS
The Public School Retirement System of
Missouri

38 MoReg 1232

38 MoReg 2047

16 CSR 10-3.010

The Public School Retirement System of
Missouri

38 MoReg 1233
39 MoReg 497

38 MoReg 2047

16 CSR 10-4.005

The Public School Retirement System of
Missouri

38 MoReg 1234

38 MoReg 2047

16 CSR 10-5.010

The Public School Retirement System of
Missouri

38 MoReg 1235

38 MoReg 2047

16 CSR 10-6.020

The Public School Retirement System of
Missouri

38 MoReg 1235
39 MoReg 497

38 MoReg 2048

16 CSR 10-6.060

The Public School Retirement System of
Missouri

38 MoReg 1237

38 MoReg 2048

16 CSR 20-2.060

Missouri Local Government Employees’
Retirement System (LAGERS)

39 MoReg 436

39 MoReg 441

19 CSR 25-30.031

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SENIOR SERVICES

State Public Health Laboratory

38 MoReg 1602

38 MoReg 1623

39 MoReg 399

19 CSR 25-30.050

State Public Health Laboratory

38 MoReg 1604

38 MoReg 1625

39 MoReg 399

19 CSR 25-30.051

State Public Health Laboratory

38 MoReg 1625

39 MoReg 399

19 CSR 25-30.060

State Public Health Laboratory

38 MoReg 1604

38 MoReg 1626

39 MoReg 399

19 CSR 30-20.070

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 441

19 CSR 30-20.088

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 443

19 CSR 30-20.090

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 443

19 CSR 30-20.094

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 444

19 CSR 30-20.096

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 446

19 CSR 30-20.098

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1166

38 MoReg 2093

19 CSR 30-20.104

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 447

19 CSR 30-20.108

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 448

19 CSR 30-20.110

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1167

38 MoReg 2093

19 CSR 30-20.112

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1168

38 MoReg 2093

19 CSR 30-20.114

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1168

38 MoReg 2094

19 CSR 30-20.116

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 449

19 CSR 30-20.118

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1170

38 MoReg 2094

19 CSR 30-20.122

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1170R

38 MoReg 2094R

19 CSR 30-20.124

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1171

38 MoReg 2094

19 CSR 30-20.125

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 450

19 CSR 30-20.136

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 451

19 CSR 30-20.138

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 452

19 CSR 30-20.140

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 452

19 CSR 30-20.142

Division of Regulation and Licensure

38 MoReg 1171

38 MoReg 2095

19 CSR 30-22.020

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 453R

19 CSR 30-22.030

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 453R

19 CSR 30-24.040

Division of Regulation and Licensure

39 MoReg 454R
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DEPARTMENT OF INSURANCE, FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION

20 CSR Applied Behavior Analysis Maximum Benefit 38 MoReg 432
This Issue

20 CSR Construction Claims Binding Arbitration Cap 39 MoReg 167

20 CSR Sovereign Immunity Limits 39 MoReg 167

20 CSR State Legal Expense Fund Cap 39 MoReg 167

20 CSR 200-2.100

Insurance Solvency and Company Regulation

38 MoReg 1695

38 MoReg 1778

39 MoReg 532

20 CSR 400-2.160

Life, Annuities and Health

38 MoReg 1555

39 MoReg 399

20 CSR 400-5.600

Life, Annuities and Health

38 MoReg 1885

This Issue

20 CSR 400-11.100

Life, Annuities and Health

38 MoReg 1353

38 MoReg 1397

38 MoReg 2095

20 CSR 400-11.120

Life, Annuities and Health

38 MoReg 1732

38 MoReg 1816

39 MoReg 537

20 CSR 400-12.100

Life, Annuities and Health

38 MoReg 1737

38 MoReg 1826

39 MoReg 537

20 CSR 1140-30.240

Division of Finance

38 MoReg 1628

20 CSR 2030-2.040

Missouri Board for Architects, Professional
Engineers, Professional Land Surveyors,
and Landscape Architects

38 MoReg 1487

39 MoReg 400

20 CSR 2030-2.050

Missouri Board for Architects, Professional
Engineers, Professional Land Surveyors,
and Landscape Architects

38 MoReg 1487

39 MoReg 400

20 CSR 2030-2.060

Missouri Board for Architects, Professional
Engineers, Professional Land Surveyors,
and Landscape Architects

38 MoReg 1487

39 MoReg 400W

20 CSR 2063-6.005

Behavior Analyst Advisory Board

38 MoReg 1631

This Issue

20 CSR 2085-8.070

Board of Cosmetology and Barber Examiners

39 MoReg 68

20 CSR 2085-12.010

Board of Cosmetology and Barber Examiners

38 MoReg 1637

39 MoReg 400

20 CSR 2085-12.020

Board of Cosmetology and Barber Examiners

38 MoReg 1637

39 MoReg 401

20 CSR 2085-13.070

Board of Cosmetology and Barber Examiners

38 MoReg 1638

39 MoReg 401

20 CSR 2145-1.040

Missouri Board of Geologist Registration

38 MoReg 1114

38 MoReg 2048

20 CSR 2145-2.020

Missouri Board of Geologist Registration

38 MoReg 1116

38 MoReg 2048

20 CSR 2145-2.030

Missouri Board of Geologist Registration

38 MoReg 1116

38 MoReg 2048

20 CSR 2145-2.065

Missouri Board of Geologist Registration

38 MoReg 1117

38 MoReg 2049

20 CSR 2145-2.080

Missouri Board of Geologist Registration

38 MoReg 1120

38 MoReg 2049

20 CSR 2165-1.020

Board of Examiners for Hearing Instrument
Specialists

38 MoReg 1638

39 MoReg 401

20 CSR 2165-2.030

Board of Examiners for Hearing Instrument
Specialists

38 MoReg 1641

39 MoReg 401

20 CSR 2200-1.010

State Board of Nursing

38 MoReg 1641

39 MoReg 401

20 CSR 2200-4.020

State Board of Nursing

38 MoReg 1642

39 MoReg 402

20 CSR 2200-4.030

State Board of Nursing

38 MoReg 1556

39 MoReg 402

20 CSR 2205-3.030

Missouri Board of Occupational Therapy

38 MoReg 1303
39 MoReg 454

38 MoReg 2049

20 CSR 2210-2.030

State Board of Optometry

39 MoReg 73

20 CSR 2220-2.950

State Board of Pharmacy

38 MoReg 1237

38 MoReg 2049

20 CSR 2231-2.010

Division of Professional Registration

38 MoReg 1643
39 MoReg 498

39 MoReg 402

20 CSR 2232-1.040

Missouri State Committee of Interpreters

38 MoReg 1409

38 MoReg 2095

20 CSR 2232-2.010

Missouri State Committee of Interpreters

38 MoReg 1412

38 MoReg 2096

20 CSR 2232-2.020

Missouri State Committee of Interpreters

38 MoReg 1416

38 MoReg 2096

20 CSR 2232-2.030

Missouri State Committee of Interpreters

38 MoReg 1420

38 MoReg 2096

20 CSR 2234-1.010

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1643

39 MoReg 456

20 CSR 2234-1.020

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1643

39 MoReg 456

20 CSR 2234-1.030

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1644

39 MoReg 456

20 CSR 2234-1.040

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1644

39 MoReg 456

20 CSR 2234-1.050

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1645

39 MoReg 457

20 CSR 2234-2.010

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1649

39 MoReg 457

20 CSR 2234-2.015

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1649

39 MoReg 457

20 CSR 2234-2.020

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1654

39 MoReg 457

20 CSR 2234-2.030

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1654

39 MoReg 457

20 CSR 2234-2.040

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1654

39 MoReg 457

20 CSR 2234-3.010

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1658

39 MoReg 458

20 CSR 2234-3.020

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1658

39 MoReg 458

20 CSR 2234-3.030

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1659

39 MoReg 458

20 CSR 2234-3.040

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1659

39 MoReg 458

20 CSR 2234-3.070

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1659

39 MoReg 459

20 CSR 2234-4.010

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1660R

39 MoReg 459R

20 CSR 2234-4.020

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1660R

39 MoReg 459R

20 CSR 2234-4.030

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1660R

39 MoReg 459R

20 CSR 2234-4.040

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1660R

39 MoReg 459R

20 CSR 2234-4.050

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1661R

39 MoReg 459R

20 CSR 2234-6.010

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1661

39 MoReg 460

20 CSR 2234-7.010

Board of Private Investigator Examiners

38 MoReg 1665

39 MoReg 460

20 CSR 2235-1.020

State Committee of Psychologists

38 MoReg 1175

38 MoReg 2050

20 CSR 2235-1.025

State Committee of Psychologists

38 MoReg 1179

38 MoReg 2050

20 CSR 2235-1.026

State Committee of Psychologists

38 MoReg 1179

38 MoReg 2050

20 CSR 2235-1.030

State Committee of Psychologists

38 MoReg 1179R
38 MoReg 1180

38 MoReg 2051R
38 MoReg 2051

20 CSR 2235-2.060

State Committee of Psychologists

38 MoReg 1182

38 MoReg 2051

20 CSR 2235-2.065

State Committee of Psychologists

38 MoReg 1182

38 MoReg 2051

20 CSR 2245-1.010

Real Estate Appraisers

38 MoReg 1303

38 MoReg 2052

20 CSR 2245-3.005

Real Estate Appraisers

38 MoReg 1304

38 MoReg 2052

20 CSR 2245-3.010

Real Estate Appraisers

38 MoReg 1304

38 MoReg 2052

20 CSR 2245-6.040

Real Estate Appraisers

38 MoReg 1305

38 MoReg 2052

20 CSR 2245-8.010

Real Estate Appraisers

38 MoReg 1305

38 MoReg 2052

20 CSR 2245-8.030

Real Estate Appraisers

38 MoReg 1306

38 MoReg 2052
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MISSOURI CONSOLIDATED HEALTH CARE PLAN
22 CSR 10-1.010 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 73
22 CSR 10-1.020 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 73
22 CSR 10-2.010 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 5 39 MoReg 74
22 CSR 10-2.020 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 7 39 MoReg 75
22 CSR 10-2.030 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 13 39 MoReg 81
22 CSR 10-2.045 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 15 39 MoReg 83
22 CSR 10-2.051 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 16 39 MoReg 84
22 CSR 10-2.052 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 17 39 MoReg 87
22 CSR 10-2.053 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 18 39 MoReg 89

22 CSR 10-2.054

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 20R

39 MoReg 92R

22 CSR 10-2.055

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 20R

39 MoReg 92R

39 MoReg 21 39 MoReg 92
22 CSR 10-2.060 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 31 39 MoReg 105
22 CSR 10-2.070 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 33 39 MoReg 106
22 CSR 10-2.075 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 34 39 MoReg 107
22 CSR 10-2.089 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 36 39 MoReg 109
22 CSR 10-2.090 Health Care Plan 39 MoReg 38 39 MoReg 113

22 CSR 10-2.094

Health Care Plan

38 MoReg 1524

38 MoReg 1557

39 MoReg 460

22 CSR 10-2.110

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 115

22 CSR 10-2.120

Health Care Plan

38 MoReg 1525

38 MoReg 1559

39 MoReg 460

22 CSR 10-2.130

Health Care Plan

38 MoReg 1359R

38 MoReg 1420R

38 MoReg 2096R

22 CSR 10-2.140

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 41

39 MoReg 116

22 CSR 10-3.010

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 42

39 MoReg 119

22 CSR 10-3.020

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 42

39 MoReg 119

22 CSR 10-3.045

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 44

39 MoReg 120

22 CSR 10-3.053

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 45

39 MoReg 121

22 CSR 10-3.054

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 46R

39 MoReg 125R

22 CSR 10-3.055

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 46

39 MoReg 125

22 CSR 10-3.056

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 48

39 MoReg 126

22 CSR 10-3.057

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 48R
39 MoReg 49

39 MoReg 128R
39 MoReg 128

22 CSR 10-3.060

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 59

39 MoReg 141

22 CSR 10-3.075

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 61

39 MoReg 142

22 CSR 10-3.090

Health Care Plan

39 MoReg 64

39 MoReg 145

22 CSR 10-3.130

Health Care Plan

38 MoReg 1359R

38 MoReg 1423R

38 MoReg 2096R
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Department of Transportation
Traffic and Highway Safety Division

7 CSR 60-2.010 Definitions . . . ....... .. ... L 38 MoReg 1591 ... .Oct. 1, 2013
7 CSR 60-2.020 Approval Procedure . .. .......... ... .. .. ... ... 38 MoReg 1593 ... .Oct. 1, 2013
7 CSR 60-2.030 Standards and Specifications . .. ................. 38 MoReg 1595 ... .Oct. 1, 2013
7 CSR 60-2.040 Responsibilities of Authorized Service Providers ... .. .. 38 MoReg 1597 ... .Oct. 1, 2013
7 CSR 60-2.050 Breath Alcohol Ignition Interlock Devise Security . ... .. 38 MoReg 1600 . .. .Oct. 1, 2013

Department of Labor and Industrial Relations

Division of Employment Security

8 CSR 10-3.150 Fraud Penalties on Federal and State Benefits . ........ 38 MoReg 1515 ... .Oct. 1, 2013
8 CSR 10-4.210 Prohibition on the Non-Charging Benefits . . . ... ... ... 38 MoReg 1516 ... .Oct. 1, 2013

Department of Revenue
Director of Revenue
12 CSR 10-41.010  Annual Adjusted Rate of Interest . . . .. ............. 38 MoReg 1965 . . . .. Jan. 1, 2014

Department of Social Services
Family Support Division
13 CSR 40-100.040 State Directory of New Hires . . . ................. 38 MoReg 1601 . . .Sept. 26, 2013
MO HealthNet Division
13 CSR 70-10.016  Global Per Diem Adjustments to Nursing Facility and

HIV Nursing Facility Reimbursement Rates . . ... ... .. April 1, 2014 issue .March 1, 2014
13 CSR 70-10.160  Public/Private Long-Term Care Services and Supports

Partnership Supplemental Payment to Nursing Facilities . .38 MoReg 1520 . .. .Sept. 7, 2013 . ..

Retirement Systems
Missouri Local Government Employees’ Retirement System (LAGERS)
16 CSR 20-2.060 Correction of Errors . . . .. ..................... 39 MoReg 436 ... .. Jan. 2, 2014

Department of Health and Senior Services
State Public Health Laboratory

19 CSR 25-30.031 TypeII Permits . .. ........ .. ... ... .. ....... 38 MoReg 1602 . . .Sept. 15, 2013
19 CSR 25-30.050 Approved Breath Analyzers . .................... 38 MoReg 1604 . . .Sept. 15, 2013
19 CSR 25-30.060 Operating Procedures for Breath Analyzers . .......... 38 MoReg 1604 . . .Sept. 15, 2013

Department of Insurance, Financial Institutions and Professional Registration
Financial Examination

20 CSR 200-2.100 Credit for Reinsurance . ....................... 38 MoReg 1695 . . . .. Jan. 1, 2014
Life, Annuities and Health
20 CSR 400-11.120 Continuing Education for Individual Navigators . .. ... .. 38 MoReg 1732 .. .Sept. 30, 2013
20 CSR 400-12.100 Missouri Health Insurance Pool Transitional Plan of

Operation . . . ... .. ...ttt 38 MoReg 1737 .. .Sept. 30, 2013

Missouri Consolidated Health Care Plan
Health Care Plan

22 CSR 10-2.010 Definitions . . . . . . ... ... 39 MoReg5 ....... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.020  General Membership Provisions . ................. 39 MoReg 6 ....... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.030 Contributions . . ... .. .. ... 39 MoReg 13 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.045  Plan Utilization Review Policy . .................. 39 MoReg 15 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.051 PPO 300 Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . .39 MoReg 16 ...... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.052  PPO 600 Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . .39 MoReg 17 ...... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.053  High Deductible Health Plan Benefit Provisions and

Covered Charges . ........... ... ........... 39 MoReg 18 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.054  Medicare Supplement Plan Benefit Provisions and

Covered Charges . ............... ... ........ 39 MoReg 20 ...... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.055  Medical Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . . .39 MoReg 20 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.055  Medical Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . . .39 MoReg 21 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.060 PPO 300 Plan, PPO 600 Plan, and HDHP Limitations .. .39 MoReg 31 ...... Jan. 1, 2014
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Agency Publication Effective Expiration
22 CSR 10-2.070 Coordination of Benefits . . ... .................. 39 MoReg 33 ...... Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.075  Review and Appeals Procedure . . . ... ............. 39 MoReg 34 . ..... Jan. 1,2014 ... .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.089  Pharmacy Employer Group Waiver Plan for Medicare

Primary Members . . . .. ............ ... ... .. .. 39 MoReg 36 ...... Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.090  Pharmacy Benefit Summary . .................... 39 MoReg 38 . ..... Jan. 1,2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.094 Tobacco-Free Incentive Provisions and Limitations . . . . .. 38 MoReg 1524 ..Oct. 1, 2013 .. .March 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.120 Wellness Program . . ......................... 38 MoReg 1525 ..Oct. 1, 2013 .. .March 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-2.140 Wellness Center Provisions, Charges, and Services . . . . .. 39 MoReg 41 ...... Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.010 Definitions . . . ... ... 39 MoReg 42 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.020 General Membership Provisions . . ................ 39 MoReg 42 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014 ... .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.045 Plan Utilization Review Policy . .................. 39 MoReg 44 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.053 PPO 1000 Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . .39 MoReg 45 ...... Jan. 1, 2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.054 PPO 2000 Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . .39 MoReg 46 . ... .. Jan. 1, 2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.055  High Deductible Health Plan Provisions and

Covered Charges . ........... ... ..., 39 MoReg 46 . ..... Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.056 PPO 600 Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . .39 MoReg 48 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.057 Medical Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . . .39 MoReg 48 ... ... Jan. 1, 2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.057 Medical Plan Benefit Provisions and Covered Charges . . . .39 MoReg 49 . ... .. Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.060 PPO 600, PPO 1000 Plan, and HDHP Limitations . . . . .. 39 MoReg 59 ...... Jan. 1, 2014 . . . .. June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.075  Review and Appeals Procedure . . . .. .............. 39 MoReg 61 ...... Jan. 1,2014 .. ... June 29, 2014
22 CSR 10-3.090  Pharmacy Benefit Summary . .................... 39 MoReg 64 . ..... Jan. 1,2014 . .. .. June 29, 2014
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Executive
Orders Subject Matter Filed Date Publication
2014
14-01 Creates the Missouri Military Partnership to protect, retain, and enhance the
Department of Defense activities in the state of Missouri. Jan. 10, 2014 39 MoReg 491
2013
13-14 Orders the Missouri Department of Revenue to follow sections 143.031.1 and
143.091, RSMo, and require all taxpayers who properly file a joint federal
income tax return to file a combined state income tax return. Nov. 14, 2013 38 MoReg 2085
13-13 Advises that state offices will be closed on Friday November 29, 2013. Nov. 1, 2013 38 MoReg 1859
13-12 Activates the state militia in response to the heavy rains, flooding, and flash
flooding that began on Aug. 2, 2013. Aug. 7, 2013 38 MoReg 1459
13-11 Declares a state of emergency and activates the Missouri State Operation
Plan due to heavy rains, flooding, and flash flooding. Aug. 6, 2013 38 MoReg 1457
13-10 Declares a state of emergency exists in the state of Missouri and directs that
the Missouri State Emergency Operations Plan be activated. May 31, 2013 38 MoReg 1097
13-09 Designates members of the governor’s staff to have supervisory authority over
certain departments, divisions, and agencies. May 3, 2013 38 MoReg 879
13-08 Activates the state militia in response to severe weather that
began on April 16, 2013. April 19, 2013 38 MoReg 823
13-07 Declares a state of emergency and directs that the Missouri State
Emergency Operations Plan be activated due to severe weather that
began on April 16, 2013. April 19, 2013 38 MoReg 821
13-06 Declares a state of emergency and activates the Missouri State
Emergency Operations Plan in response to severe weather that
began on April 10, 2013. April 10, 2013 38 MoReg 753
13-05 Declares a state of emergency and directs that the Missouri State
Emergency Operations Plan be activated due to severe weather that
began on Feb. 20, 2013. Feb. 21, 2013 38 MoReg 505
13-04 Expresses the commitment of the state of Missouri to the establishment of
Western Governors University (WGU) as a non-profit institution of higher
education located in Missouri that will provide enhanced access for
Missourians to enroll in and complete on-line, competency-based higher
education programs. Contemporaneously with this Executive Order, the state
of Missouri is entering into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
WGU to further memorialize and establish the partnership between the state
of Missouri and WGU. Feb. 15, 2013 38 MoReg 467
13-03 Orders the transfer of the Division of Energy from the Missouri Department
of Natural Resources to the Missouri Department of Economic Development. Feb. 4, 2013 38 MoReg 465
13-02 Orders the transfer of the post-issuance compliance functions for tax credit
and job incentive programs from the Missouri Department of Economic
Development to the Missouri Department of Revenue. Feb. 4, 2013 38 MoReg 463
13-01 Orders the transfer of the Center for Emergency Response and Terrorism
from the Department of Health and Senior Services to the Department of
Public Safety. Feb. 4, 2013 38 MoReg 461
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ADMINISTRATION, OFFICE OF
commissioner of administration
Missouri accountability portal; 1 CSR 10-7.010; 11/1/13,
2/18/14
personnel advisory board and division of personnel
definitions of terms; 1 CSR 20-5.015; 10/15/13, 2/18/14
leaves of absence; 1 CSR 20-5.020; 10/15/13, 2/18/14
state official’s salary compensation schedule; 1 CSR 10; 12/2/13

AGRICULTURE
animal health
inspection of meat and poultry; 2 CSR 30-10.010; 1/2/14
movement of livestock, poultry, and exotic animals within
Missouri; 2 CSR 30-2.020; 9/3/13, 2/3/14
state milk board
inspection fees; 2 CSR 80-5.010; 9/3/13, 1/15/14
inspection frequency and procedure; 2 CSR 80-2.050; 9/3/13,
1/15/14
weights and measures
quality standards for motor fuels; 2 CSR 90-30.040; 7/1/13

AIR QUALITY, AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

additional air quality control measures may be required when
sources are clustered in a small land area; 10 CSR 10-
5.240; 11/15/13

ambient air quality standards; 10 CSR 10-6.010; 12/16/13

commercial and industrial solid waste incinerators; 10 CSR 10-
6.161; 8/15/13, 2/3/14

definitions and common reference tables; 10 CSR 10-6.020;
8/15/13, 2/3/14

hospital, medical, infection waste incinerators; 10 CSR 10-6.200;
9/3/13, 12/2/13

ARCHITECTS, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS.

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS, AND LANDSCAPE

ARCHITECTS, MISSOURI BOARD FOR

guidelines for acceptable standard of care; 20 CSR 2030-2.060;
9/16/13, 1/15/14

standard of care when evaluating criteria for building design; 20
CSR 2030-2.040; 9/16/13, 1/15/14

title block; 20 CSR 2030-2.050; 9/16/13, 1/15/14

BEHAVIOR ANALYST ADVISORY BOARD
ethical rules of conduct; 20 CSR 2063-6.005; 10/15/13, 3/3/14

BREATH ALCOHOL IGNITION INTERLOCK DEVICE

CERTIFICATION AND OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

approval procedure; 7 CSR 60-2.020; 4/15/13

breath alcohol ignition interlock device security; 7 CSR 60-2.050;
4/15/13

definitions; 7 CSR 60-2.010; 4/15/13

responsibilities of authorized service providers; 7 CSR 60-2.040;
4/15/13

standards and specifications; 7 CSR 60-2.030; 4/15/13

suspension or revocation of approval of a device; 7 CSR 60-2.060;
4/15/13

BUSINESS AND COMMUNITY SERVICES, DIVISION OF
application process
4 CSR 85-9.020; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
4 CSR 85-9.021; 3/3/14
cost certification; 4 CSR 85-9.051; 3/3/14
definitions
4 CSR 85-8.010; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
4 CSR 85-8.011; 3/3/14
4 CSR 85-9.010; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
4 CSR 85-9.011; 3/3/14
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event notification
4 CSR 85-9.040; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
4 CSR 85-9.041; 3/3/14
final application; 4 CSR 85-9.050; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
project proposal
4 CSR 85-9.030; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
4 CSR 85-9.031; 3/3/14
program administration
4 CSR 85-8.020; 12/2/13, 2/18/14
4 CSR 85-8.021; 3/3/14
support contract; 4 CSR 85-9.035; 3/3/14
tax credit accountability act compliance; 4 CSR 85-8.030; 12/2/13,
2/18/14

CERTIFICATE OF NEED PROGRAM
application review schedule; 19 CSR 60-50; 1/2/14

CHILDREN’S DIVISION

alternative care review board; 13 CSR 35-36.010; 12/2/13

basic residential treatment for children and youth core requirements
(applicable to all agencies)-basis for licensure and licens-
ing procedures; 13 CSR 35-71.020; 1/15/14

buildings, grounds, and equipment; 13 CSR 35-71.080; 1/15/14

child care program; 13 CSR 35-71.110; 1/15/14

court review and dispositional hearing; 13 CSR 35-71.030; 1/15/14

definitions; 13 CSR 35-71.010; 1/15/14

exemptions of religious residential treatment for children and youth
operating sites; 13 CSR 35-71.025; 1/15/14

hand-up pilot program; 13 CSR 35-32.040; 6/3/13, 10/1/13

health care; 13 CSR 35-71.075; 1/15/14

hearings and judicial review; 13 CSR 35-71.035; 1/15/14

organization and administration; 13 CSR 35-71.040; 1/15/14

personnel; 13 CSR 35-71.045; 1/15/14

protection and care of the child; 13 CSR 35-71.070; 1/15/14

record keeping; 13 CSR 35-71.090; 1/15/14

social services program; 13 CSR 35-71.060; 1/15/14

specialized standards for intensive residential treatment for children
and youth; 13 CSR 35-71.140; 1/15/14

specialized standards-residential treatment for children and youth;
13 CSR 35-71.130; 1/15/14

specific rules for basic care agencies providing care for infant, tod-
dler, or preschool age children (birth through age six); 13
CSR 35-71.100; 1/15/14

specific rules for residential treatment agencies for children and
youth providing maternity care; 13 CSR 35-71.120;
1/15/14

staff qualifications and requirements; 13 CSR 35-71.050; 1/15/14

CLEAN WATER COMMISSION

effluent regulations; 10 CSR 20-7.015; 6/17/13, 1/15/14
fees; 10 CSR 20-6.011; 10/1/13

water quality standards; 10 CSR 20-7.031; 6/17/13, 1/15/14

CONSERVATION, DEPARTMENT OF
bullfrogs and green frogs; 3 CSR 10-12.115; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
channel catfish, blue catfish, flathead catfish; 3 CSR 10-6.510; 3
CSR 10-6.510; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
commercial deer processing: permit, privileges, requirements; 3
CSR 10-10.744; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
commercialization; 3 CSR 10-10.705; 11/1/13, 1/15/14, 1/15/14
deer
firearms hunting season; 3 CSR 10-7.433; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
hunting seasons; general provisions; 3 CSR 10-7.431; 11/1/13,
1/15/14
dove hunting; 3 CSR 10-11.185; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
falconry; 3 CSR 10-9.442; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
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fishing administrative procedures for recertifying teachers whose certifi-
daily and possession limits; 3 CSR 10-12.140; 11/1/13, cates have been revoked by a certificating authority other
1/15/14 than the state board of education; 5 CSR 20-400.140;

length limits; 3 CSR 10-12.145; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
methods; 3 CSR 10-12.135; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
methods and hours; 3 CSR 10-11.205; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
general prohibition: applications; 3 CSR 10-9.110; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
general provisions; 3 CSR 10-9.105; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
hunting
and trapping; 3 CSR 10-12.125; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
general provisions and seasons; 3 CSR 10-11.180; 11/1/13,
1/15/14
methods; 3 CSR 10-7.410; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
migratory game birds and waterfowl; seasons, limits; 3 CSR 10-
7.440; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
monetary values established for fish and wildlife; 3 CSR 10-3.010;
11/1/13, 1/15/14
other fish; 3 CSR 10-6.550; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
owner may protect property; public safety; 3 CSR 10-4.130;
11/1/13, 1/15/14
quail hunting; 3 CSR 10-11.184; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
turkeys: seasons, methods, limits; 3 CSR 10-7.455; 1/15/14
trout permit; 3 CSR 10-5.430; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
use of boats and motors; 3 CSR 10-12.110; 11/1/13, 1/15/14
vehicles, bicycles, horses, and horseback riding; 3 CSR 10-11.130;
11/1/13, 1/15/14
white bass, yellow bass, striped bass; 3 CSR 10-6.545; 11/1/13,
1/15/14

COSMETOLOGY AND BARBER EXAMINERS, BOARD OF

crossover schools; 20 CSR 2085-13.070; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

general rules and application requirements for all schools; 20 CSR
2085-12.010; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

instructor renewal and inactive license requirements; 20 CSR 2085-
8.070; 1/2/14

specific requirements for barber schools; 20 CSR 2085-12.020;
10/15/13, 1/15/14

DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING, MISSOURI
COMMISSION FOR THE
application for interpreter in Missouri; 5 CSR 100-200.050; 3/3/14
certification maintenance; 5 CSR 100-200.130; 3/3/14
fees; 5 CSR 100-200.150; 3/3/14
general organization; 5 CSR 100-200.010; 3/3/14
Missouri interpreters certification system

5 CSR 100-200.030; 3/3/14

5 CSR 100-200.035; 3/3/14
performance test and evaluation; 5 CSR 100-200.070; 3/3/14
provisional certification in education; 5 CSR 100-200.045; 3/3/14
reinstatement; 5 CSR 100-200.210; 3/3/14
restricted certification in education; 5 CSR 100-200.040; 3/3/14
skill level standards; 5 CSR 100-200.170; 3/3/14
voluntary recertification; 5 CSR 100-200.075; 3/3/14
written test; 5 CSR 100-200.060; 3/3/14

ELECTIONS

initiative, referendum, new party and independent candidate peti-
tions Missouri Voter Registration System option; 15 CSR
30-15.030; 9/16/13, 1/2/14

processing procedures for initiative, referendum, new party and
independent candidate petitions; 15 CSR 30-15.020;
10/1/13, 1/15/14

signature verification procedures for initiative, referendum, new
party and independent petitions; 15 CSR 30-15.010;
10/1/13, 1/15/14

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION, DEPART-

MENT OF

administrative appeal procedure for applicants denied certification;
5 CSR 20-400.120; 1/15/14

1/15/14
administrative procedures for recertifying teachers whose certifi-
cates have been revoked by the state board of education;
5 CSR 20-400.130; 1/15/14
appeals; 5 CSR 20-500.170; 3/3/14
application for certificate of license to teach; 5 CSR 20-400.500;
12/2/13
approval of eligible employees; 5 CSR 20-300.190; 10/1/13,
2/18/14
certification requirements for teacher of
adult education and literacy; 5 CSR 20-400.700; 12/2/13
career continuous administrator certificate; 5 CSR 20-
400.630; 12/2/13
career continuous career education certificate; 5 CSR 20-
400.690; 12/2/13
career continuous student services certificate; 5 CSR 20-
400.650; 12/2/13
career education (postsecondary) certificates; 5 CSR 20-
400.670; 12/2/13
career education (secondary) certificates; 5 CSR 20-400.660;
12/2/13
career education (secondary/postsecondary) certificates; 5
CSR 20-400.680; 12/2/13
early childhood education (birth-pre-kindergarten); 5 CSR 20-
400.510; 12/2/13
elementary education (grades K-6); 5 CSR 20-400.520;
12/2/13
English for speakers of other languages (grades K-12); 5 CSR
20-400.570; 12/2/13
gifted education (grades K-12); 5 CSR 20-400.580; 12/2/13
initial administrator certificate; 5 CSR 20-400.610; 12/2/13
initial student services certificate; 5 CSR 20-400.640; 12/2/13
K-12 education; 5 CSR 20-400.550; 12/2/13
mathematics specialists (grades 1-6); 5 CSR 20-400.590;
12/2/13
middle school education (grades 5-9); 5 CSR 20-400.530;
12/2/13
secondary education (grades 9-12); 5 CSR 20-400.540;
12/2/13
special education; 5 CSR 20-400.560; 12/2/13
special reading (grades K-12); 5 CSR 20-400.600; 12/2/13
transition administrator certificate; 5 CSR 20-400.620;
12/2/13
charter school closure; 5 CSR 20-100.265; 11/1/13
confidentiality and release of information; 5 CSR 20-500.130;
3/3/14
definitions; 5 CSR 20-500.120; 11/1/13
disbursement of funds; 5 CSR 20-300.200; 10/1/13, 2/18/14
districts effectively evaluating educators; 5 CSR 20-400.375;
6/3/13, 12/2/13
due process hearing; 5 CSR 20-500.190; 3/3/14
eligibility; 5 CSR 20-500.150; 3/3/14
eligibility for scholarships; 5 CSR 10-2.030; 12/2/13
establishment of sheltered workshops; 5 CSR 20-300.160; 10/1/13,
2/18/14
general department organization; 5 CSR 10-1.010; 10/1/13, 2/18/14
individuals with disabilities education act
part B; 5 CSR 20-300.110; 2/18/14
part C; 5 CSR 20-300.120; 2/18/14
informal review; 5 CSR 20-500.180; 3/3/14
mediation; 5 CSR 20-500.200; 3/3/14
minimum standards; 5 CSR 20-500.140; 3/3/14
Missouri school improvement program; 5 CSR 20-100.170; 12/2/13
operation of extended employment sheltered workshops; 5 CSR 20-
300.170; 10/1/13, 2/18/14
order of selection for services; 5 CSR 20-500.160; 3/3/14



Page 710

Index

March 3, 2014
Vol. 39, No. 5

physical fitness challenge/assessment “Cade’s Law”; 5 CSR 20-
200.290; 11/1/13

rebuild Missouri schools program; 5 CSR 30-640.100; 10/1/13,
2/18/14

renewal or revocation of a certificate of authority; 5 CSR 20-
300.180; 10/1/13, 2/18/14

scholarship granting organizations; 5 CSR 10-2.010; 12/2/13

scholarships; 5 CSR 10-2.020; 12/2/13

training of school employees in the care needed for students with
diabetes; 5 CSR 20-200.300; 11/1/13

ENERGY, DIVISION OF
definitions and general provisions; 10 CSR 140-5.010; 7/1/13,
10/15/13

EXAMINERS FOR HEARING INSTRUMENT SPECIALISTS,
BOARD OF

fees; 20 CSR 2165-1.020; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

licensure by examination; 20 CSR 2165-2.030; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

EXECUTIVE ORDERS

creates the Missouri Military Partnership to protect, retain, and
enhance the Department of Defense in the state of
Missouri; 14-01; 2/18/14

FAMILY SUPPORT DIVISION
child support program, general administration
state directory of new hires; 13 CSR 40-100.040; 10/15/13,
1/15/14
community programs
formula for the distribution of community service block grant
funds to community action agencies; 13 CSR 40-
24.080; 12/2/13
supplemental funding formula for community action agencies
to administer the CSBG program; 13 CSR 40-
24.090; 12/2/13
use of community service block grant discretionary funds; 13
CSR 40-24.100; 12/2/13
family healthcare
application procedure for family MO HealthNet programs and
Children’s Health Insurance program (CHIP);
13 CSR 40-7.015; 9/3/13, 1/2/14, 2/3/14
calculation of modified adjusted gross income (MAGI); 13
CSR 40-7.030; 9/3/13, 1/2/14, 2/3/14
household composition; 13 CSR 40-7.020; 9/3/13, 1/2/14,
2/3/14
scope and definition; 13 CSR 40-7.010; 9/3/13, 1/2/14,
2/3/14
verification procedures; 13 CSR 40-7.040; 9/3/13, 1/2/14,
2/3/14
income maintenance
general application procedures; 13 CSR 40-2.010; 9/3/13,
1/2/14, 2/3/14

FINANCE, DIVISION OF
operations and supervision of residential mortgage loan brokers; 20
CSR 1140-30.240; 10/15/13

GAMING COMMISSION, MISSOURI

access to areas of class B licensee facilities; 11 CSR 45-7.170;
1/15/14

affiliate supplier’s license; 11 CSR 45-4.205; 1/15/14

application for class A or class B license; 11 CSR 45-4.030;
1/15/14

application period and fees for a class A and class B license; 11
CSR 45-4.055 1/15/14

definitions; 11 CSR 45-1.090; 3/3/14

identification badge requirements; 11 CSR 45-4.410; 1/15/14

licensee performance of duties; 11 CSR 45-4.400; 1/15/14

licensee’s and applicant’s duty to disclose changes in information;
11 CSR 45-10.020; 1/15/14

license renewal and continuing suitability requirement; 11 CSR 45-
4.190; 1/15/14

licenses, restrictions on licenses, licensing authority for the execu-
tive director, and other definitions; 11 CSR 45-4.020;
1/15/14
minimum internal control standards (MICS)
chapter K; 11 CSR 45-9.111; 12/2/13
chapter M; 11 CSR 45-9.113; 1/15/14
chapter R; 11 CSR 45-9.118; 1/15/14
chapter S; 11 CSR 45-9.119; 12/2/13
minimum standards for electronic gaming devises; 11 CSR 45-
5.190; 3/3/14
occupational and key person/key business entity license application
and annual fees; 11 CSR 45-4.380; 1/15/14
occupational license; 11 CSR 45-4.420; 1/15/14
occupational license renewal; 11 CSR 45-4.390; 1/15/14
occupational licenses for class A, class B, and suppliers; 11 CSR
45-4.260; 1/15/14
requests for gaming devices and associated equipment approval;
11 CSR 45-5.225; 3/3/14
requests for hearings; 11 CSR 45-13.030; 1/15/14
types of licenses; 11 CSR 45-4.010; 1/15/14
shipping of electronic gaming devices, gaming equipment, or
supplies; 11 CSR 45-5.237; 12/2/13
supplier’s license; 11 CSR 45-4.200; 1/15/14
supplier’s license criteria; 11 CSR 45-4.230; 3/3/14

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMISSION
rules under consideration; 10 CSR 25-3, 4, 5, and 7; 2/3/14

HEALTH AND SENIOR SERVICES
regulation and licensure
administrative standards for rehabilitation hospitals; 19 CSR
30-22.020; 2/3/14
central services; 19 CSR 30-20.088; 2/3/14
fire safety, general safety, and operating features; 19 CSR 30-
20.108; 2/3/14
food and nutrition services; 19 CSR 30-20.090; 2/3/14
infection prevention and control; 19 CSR 30-20.116; 2/3/14
medical records; 19 CSR 30-20.094; 2/3/14
nursing services; 19 CSR 30-20.096; 2/3/14
registration as a hospital infectious waste generator; 19 CSR
30-20.070; 2/3/14
respiratory care services; 19 CSR 30-20.136; 2/3/14
social services; 19 CSR 30-20.104; 2/3/14
specialized inpatient care services; 19 CSR 30-20.138; 2/3/14
standards for registration as a hospital infectious waste genera-
tor
19 CSR 30-22.030; 2/3/14
19 CSR 30-24.040; 2/3/14
surgical services; 19 CSR 30-20.140; 2/3/14
unlicensed assistive personnel training program; 19 CSR 30-
20.125; 2/3/14
skill performance evaluation certificates for commercial drivers;
7 CSR 10-25.010; 3/3/14
state public health laboratory
approved breath analyzers; 19 CSR 25-30.050; 10/15/13,
1/15/14
breath analyzer calibration and accuracy verification
standards; 19 CSR 25-30.051; 10/15/13, 1/15/14
operating procedures for breath analyzers; 19 CSR 25-30.060;
10/15/13, 1/15/14
type II permit; 19 CSR 25-30.031; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION,
MISSOURI
outdoor advertising
administrative review of notices to remove outdoor advertising
and to terminate nonconforming signs; 7 CSR 10-
6.090; 11/15/13
cutting and trimming of vegetation on right-of-way; 7 CSR 10-
6.085; 11/15/13
definitions; 7 CSR 10-6.015; 11/15/13
directional and other official signs; 7 CSR 10-6.020; 11/15/13
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nonconforming signs; 7 CSR 10-6.060; 11/15/13 limitations
on-premises signs; 7 CSR 10-6.030; 11/15/13 PPO 300 plan, PPO 600 plan, and HDHP; 22 CSR 10-2.060;

outdoor advertising
beyond six hundred sixty feet of the right-of-way; 7 CSR
10-6.050; 11/15/13
in zoned and unzoned commercial and industrial areas; 7
CSR 10-6.040; 11/15/13
permits for outdoor advertising; 7 CSR 10-6.070; 11/15/13
public information; 7 CSR 10-6.010; 11/15/13
removal of outdoor advertising without compensation; 7 CSR
10-6.080; 11/15/13
scenic byways
application procedures; 7 CSR 10-12.020; 2/18/14
nomination review process; 7 CSR 10-12.030; 2/18/14
scenic byways; 7 CSR 10-12.010; 2/18/14

INSURANCE

applied behavior analysis maximum benefit; 20 CSR; 3/3/14

construction claims binding arbitration cap; 20 CSR; 1/2/14

continuing education for individual navigators; 20 CSR 400-11.120;
11/1/13, 2/18/14

credit for reinsurance; 20 CSR 200-2.100; 11/1/13, 2/18/14

mental health services allowed out-of-network; 20 CSR 400-2.160;
10/1/13, 1/15/14

Missouri health insurance pool transitional plan of operations; 20
CSR 400-12.100; 11/1/13, 2/18/14

Missouri life and health insurance guaranty association; 20 CSR
400-5.600; 11/15/13, 3/3/14

sovereign immunity limits; 20 CSR; 1/2/14

state legal expense fund; 20 CSR; 1/2/14

LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, DEPARTMENT
OF
employment security
appeals to an appeals tribunal; 8 CSR 10-5.010; 7/1/13,
10/15/13
charging of benefits to reimbursable employers; 8 CSR 10-
3.085; 11/15/13, 3/3/14
fraud penalties on federal and state benefits; 8 CSR 10-3.150;
10/1/13, 1/15/14
prohibition on the non-charging of benefits; 8 CSR 10-4.210;
10/1/13, 1/15/14
records and reports; 8 CSR 10-4.020; 10/1/13, 1/15/14
workers’ compensation
resolution of medical fee disputes; 8 CSR 50-2.030; 12/16/13

MEDICAID AUDIT AND COMPLIANCE, MISSOURI
definitions; 13 CSR 65-2.010; 1/15/14

denial or limitations of applying provider; 13 CSR 65-2.030;
1/15/14
provider enrollment and application; 13 CSR 65-2.020; 1/15/14

MENTAL HEALTH, DEPARTMENT OF
designation of programs to receive county community mental health

funds; 9 CSR 30-2.010; 2/3/14

MISSOURI CONSOLIDATED HEALTH CARE PLAN
contributions; 22 CSR 10-2.030; 1/2/14

coordination of benefits; 22 CSR 10-2.070; 1/2/14
definitions
22 CSR 10-2.010; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.010; 1/2/14
general foster parent membership provisions; 22 CSR 10-2.110;
1/2/14
general membership provisions
22 CSR 10-2.020; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.020; 1/2/14
general organization; 22 CSR 10-1.010; 1/2/14

1/2/14
PPO 600 Plan, PPO 1000 Plan, and HDHP; 22 CSR 10-
3.060; 1/2/14
pharmacy benefit summary
22 CSR 10-2.090; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.090; 1/2/14
pharmacy employer group waiver plan for medicare primary mem-
bers; 22 CSR 10-2.089; 1/2/14
plan benefit provisions and covered charges
high deductible health plan
22 CSR 10-2.053; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.055; 1/2/14
medicare supplement; 22 CSR 10-2.054; 1/2/14
medical
22 CSR 10-2.055; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.057; 1/2/14
PPO 300; 22 CSR 10-2.051; 1/2/14
PPO 600
22 CSR 10-2.052; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.056; 1/2/14
PPO 1000; 22 CSR 10-3.053; 1/2/14
PPO 2000; 22 CSR 10-3.054; 1/2/14
plan utilization review policy
22 CSR 10-2.045; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.045; 1/2/14
public records; 22 CSR 10-1.020; 1/2/14
review and appeals procedure
22 CSR 10-2.075; 1/2/14
22 CSR 10-3.075; 1/2/14
tobacco-free incentive provisions and limitations; 22 CSR 10-2.094;
10/1/13, 2/3/14
wellness center provisions, charges, and services; 22 CSR 10-
2.140; 1/2/14
wellness program; 22 CSR 10-2.120; 10/1/13, 2/3/14

MO HEALTHNET

ambulance service reimbursement allowance; 13 CSR 70-3.200;
11/15/13

behavioral health services program documentation; 13 CSR 70-
98.015; 11/1/13, 2/18/14

department is the payer of last resort, department’s lien for recov-
ery, participant’s duty of cooperation; 13 CSR 70-4.120;
11/1/13, 2/18/14

drug prior authorization process; 13 CSR 70-20.200; 11/1/13,
2/18/14

durable medical equipment program; 13 CSR 70-60.010; 11/1/13,
2/18/14

global per diem adjustments to nursing facility and HIV nursing
facility reimbursement rates; 13 CSR 70-10.016; 12/2/13

hearing aid program; 13 CSR 70-45.010; 11/15/13

hospice services program; 13 CSR 70-50.010; 11/1/13, 2/18/14

limitations on payment for inpatient hospital care; 13 CSR 70-
15.030; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

list of excludable drugs

excluded from coverage under the MO HealthNet pharmacy
program; 13 CSR 70-20.032; 10/15/13, 2/18/14
for which prior authorization is required; 13 CSR 70-20.031;
10/15/13, 2/18/14

MO HealthNet (Medicaid) payment for certain services furnished
by certain physicians in calendar years 2013 and 2014; 13
CSR 70-25.120; 11/15/13

multiple source drugs for which there exists a federal upper limit
on reimbursement; 13 CSR 70-20.071; 11/1/13, 2/18/14
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optical benefits and limitations-MO HealthNet Program; 13 CSR
70-40.010; 11/15/13

prior authorization of new drug entities or new drug dosage form;
13 CSR 70-20.250; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

prior authorization process for non-pharmaceutical behavioral
health services; 13 CSR 70-98.020; 11/15/13, 3/3/14

professional dispensing fee; 13 CSR 70-20.060; 11/1/13, 2/18/14

prospective drug use review process and patient counseling; 13
CSR 70-20.310; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

prospective reimbursement plan for nonstate-operated facilities for
ICF/MR services; 13 CSR 70-10.030; 1/15/14

retrospective drug use review process; 13 CSR 70-20.300;
10/15/13, 2/18/14

return of drugs; 13 CSR 70-20.050; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

sanctions for false or fraudulent claims for MO HealthNet services;
13 CSR 70-3.030; 10/15/13, 3/3/14

therapy program; 13 CSR 70-70.010; 11/1/13, 2/18/14

MOTOR VEHICLE
optional second plate for commercial motor vehicles; 12 CSR 10-
23.500; 10/1/13, 1/2/14

NURSING, STATE BOARD OF

general organization; 20 CSR 2200-1.010; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

public complaint handling and disposition procedure; 20 CSR
2200-4.030; 10/1/13, 1/15/14

requirements for licensure; 20 CSR 2200-4.020; 10/15/13, 1/15/14

OPTOMETRY, STATE BOARD OF
license renewal; 20 CSR 2210-2.030; 1/2/14

PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING PROGRAM
minimum continuing education training standards for school protec-
tion officers; 11 CSR 75-17.040; 10/1/13, 1/2/14
minimum training standards for school protection officers; 11 CSR
75-17.030; 10/1/13, 1/2/14

minimum training standards for school protection officer training
centers; 11 CSR 75-17.010; 10/1/13, 1/2/14

minimum training standards for school protection officer training
instructors; 11 CSR 75-17.020; 10/1/13, 1/2/14

PETROLEUM AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE STORAGE

TANKS

assessing the site at closure or change in service; 10 CSR 26-2.062;
7/15/13, 1/2/14

corrective action plan; 10 CSR 26-2.082; 7/15/13, 1/2/14

investigations for soil and groundwater cleanup; 10 CSR 26-2.078;
7/15/13, 1/2/14

PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR AND PRIVATE FIRE INVESTI-
GATOR EXAMINERS, BOARD OF
application for licensure
agency; 20 CSR 2234-3.010; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
agency employee; 20 CSR 2234-3.040; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
private fire investigator; 20 CSR 2234-2.015; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
private investigator; 20 CSR 2234-2.010; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
change of name, ownership, location, or investigator-in-charge; 20
CSR 2234-3.020; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
code of conduct; 20 CSR 2234-7.010; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
complaint handling and disposition; 20 CSR 2234-1.040; 10/15/13,
2/3/14
continuing education; 20 CSR 2234-6.010; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
definitions; 20 CSR 2234-1.010; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
fees; 20 CSR 2234-1.050; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
general organization; 20 CSR 2234-1.020; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
licensure renewal
20 CSR 2234-2.040; 10/15/13, 2/3/14

20 CSR 2234-3.030; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
licensed agency investigator employees and agency fire investi-
gator employees; 20 CSR 2234-3.070; 10/15/13,
2/3/14
name and address changes; 20 CSR 2234-2.020;
10/15/13, 2/3/14
policy for release of public records; 20 CSR 2234-1.030; 10/15/13,
2/3/14
private investigator trainee
application for license; 20 CSR 2234-4.010; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
licensure renewal; 20 CSR 2234-4.050; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
name and address changes; 20 CSR 2234-4.030; 10/15/13,
2/3/14
replacement of renewal license; 20 CSR 2234-4.040;
10/15/13, 2/3/14
trainer responsibilities; 20 CSR 2234-4.020; 10/15/13, 2/3/14
replacement of renewal license; 20 CSR 2234-2.030; 10/15/13,
2/3/14

PROBATION AND PAROLE, STATE BOARD OF
definitions for intervention fees; 14 CSR 80-5.010; 12/2/13
intervention fee procedure; 14 CSR 80-5.020; 12/2/13

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION, DIVISION OF
designation of license renewal dates and related renewal informa-
tion; 20 CSR 2231-2.010; 10/15/13, 1/15/14, 2/18/14

PUBLIC SAFETY, DEPARTMENT OF
director, office of
approval of accrediting organizations for crime laboratories; 11
CSR 30-14.010; 2/1/13, 9/16/13, 1/2/14
format for concealed carry permits; 11 CSR 30-15.010;
9/3/13, 1/2/14

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
discovery and prehearings; 4 CSR 240-2.090; 3/3/14
filing and reporting requirements
requirements for carrier designation as eligible telecommuni-
cations carriers; 4 CSR 240-3.570; 9/16/13, 3/3/14
manufactured home installers
definitions; 4 CSR 240-125.010; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
installation decals; 4 CSR 240-125.070; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
manufactured home installer license; 4 CSR 240-125.040;
9/16/13, 2/18/14
modular units
modular unit dealer/selling agent setup responsibilities; 4 CSR
240-123.065; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
monthly report requirement for registered modular unit
dealers; 4 CSR 240-123.070; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
re-inspection fee; 4 CSR 240-123.095; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
new manufactured homes
manufactured home dealer setup responsibilities; 4 CSR 240-
120.065; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
monthly report requirement for registered manufactured home
dealers; 4 CSR 240-120.130; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
re-inspection fee; 4 CSR 240-120.085; 9/16/13, 2/18/14
safety standards
safety standards for electrical corporations, telecommunica-
tions companies and rural electric cooperatives; 4
CSR 240-18.010; 9/3/13, 1/2/14
service and billing practices for residential customers of electric,
gas, sewer, and water utilities
billing adjustments; 4 CSR 240-13.025; 9/3/13, 2/18/14
billing and payment standards; 4 CSR 240-13.020; 9/3/13,
2/18/14
cold weather maintenance of service: provision of residential
heat-related utility service during cold weather; 4
CSR 240-13.055; 9/3/13, 2/18/14
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commission complaint procedures; 4 CSR 240-13.070; 9/3/13,
2/18/14

definitions; 4 CSR 240-13.015; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

denial of service; 4 CSR 240-13.035; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

deposits and guarantees of payment; 4 CSR 240-13.030;
9/3/13, 2/18/14

discontinuance of service; 4 CSR 240-13.050; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

disputes; 4 CSR 240-13.045; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

general provisions; 4 CSR 240-13.010; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

inquiries; 4 CSR 240-13.040; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

settlement agreement and payment agreement; 4 CSR 240-
13.060; 9/3/13, 2/18/14

universal service

applications for MoUSF funds; 4 CSR 240-31.080; 9/16/13,
3/3/14

collection of MoUSF surcharge from end-user subscribers; 4
CSR 240-31.065; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

definitions; 4 CSR 240-31.010; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

disbursements of MoUSF funds; 4 CSR 240-31.090; 9/16/13,
3/3/14

eligibility for funding

low-income customers and disabled customers; 4 CSR
240-31.050; 9/16/13, 3/3/14
high cost areas; 4 CSR 240-31.040; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

eligible telecommunications carrier requirements; 4 CSR 240-
31.130; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

lifeline program and disabled program; 4 CSR 240-31.120;
9/16/13, 3/3/14

MOoUSF assessment; 4 CSR 240-31.060; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

MoUSFA; 4 CSR 240-31.030; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

organization, powers, and meetings of the board; 4 CSR 240-
31.020; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

receipt of MoUSF funds; 4 CSR 240-31.070; 9/16/13, 3/3/14

review of board and MoUSFA activities; 4 CSR 240-31.110;
9/16/13, 3/3/14

review procedures for support payments; 4 CSR 240-31.100;
9/16/13, 3/3/14

water utilities

environmental cost adjustment mechanism; 4 CSR 240-50.050;

9/16/13, 1/2/14

RETIREMENT SYSTEMS
Missouri local government employees’ retirement system
(LAGERS)
correction of errors; 16 CSR 20-2.060; 2/3/14
public school retirement system of Missouri, the
payment of funds to the retirement system; 16 CSR 10-3.010;
2/18/14
source of funds; 16 CSR 10-6.020; 2/18/14

SECURITIES

application for registration; 15 CSR 30-52.015; 1/15/14

definitions; 15 CSR 30-50.010; 1/15/14

forms; 15 CSR 30-50.040; 1/15/14

general; 15 CSR 30-54.010; 1/15/14

NASAA statement of policy; 15 CSR 30-52.030; 1/15/14

not-for-profit securities; 15 CSR 30-54.070; 1/15/14

small company offering registration (formerly Missouri issuer reg-
istration); 15 CSR 30-52.275; 1/15/14

suggested form of investment letter; 15 CSR 30-54.150; 1/15/14

TAX

annual adjusted rate of interest; 12 CSR 10-41.010; 12/2/13, 3/3/14
new apportionment method; 12 CSR 10-2.052; 11/1/13, 2/3/14
taxation of software; 12 CSR 10-109.050; 2/18/14

TAX COMMISSION, STATE
agricultural land productive values; 12 CSR 30-4.010; 2/3/14

TRAFFIC AND SAFETY DIVISION

approval procedures; 7 CSR 60-2.020; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

breath alcohol ignition interlock device security; 7 CSR 60-2.050;
10/15/13, 2/18/14

definitions; 7 CSR 60-2.010; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

responsibilities of authorized service providers; 7 CSR 60-2.040;
10/15/13, 2/18/14

standards and specifications; 7 CSR 60-2.030; 10/15/13, 2/18/14

suspension, or revocation of approval of a device; 7 CSR 60-2.060;
10/15/13, 2/18/14

UNIFORM COMMERCIAL CODE

definitions; 15 CSR 30-90.010; 10/1/13, 1/15/14

refusal to file; cancellation; defects in filing; 15 CSR 30-90.090;
10/1/13, 1/15/14

status of parties upon filing an information statement; 15 CSR 30-
90.170; 10/1/13, 1/15/14
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